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the Electric in City and Suburb? 


City and suburb is the key to that question. We grant, at once, its rightful 
field to the gas truck. As well deny the gas pleasure car’s fitness to make 
long runs and few stops as to argue against the gas truck in its logical field. 


But think of the gas truck on short hauls with 
many stops. 


Does the chauffeur stop his engine while the 
gas truck waits for the traffic man’s signal? 


The electric truck consumes no power except 
when moving. 


And when the traffic man gives the signal, 
which truck gets under way first? 


Of two trucks—one gas, the other electric— 
started at the same time over a short haul in 
congested traffic with many stops, the electric will 
lead the way home nine times out of ten. 


Tires and “fuel” are big items in trucking. On 
electrics tires generally outrun their guaranteed 
mileage—and gasoline is going up fast. 

The dependence you can put in your trucks 
has a lot to do with their economy. During the 
first three years—the best years in a gas truck’s 
life—the average gas truck is out of commission 
four times as much as a G. V. Electric. 


You’ll understand why if you’ll compare the 
complicated mechanism of a gas engine with the 


simple motor of an electric—about as complex 
as an electric fan. 


These statements are not mere generalities— 
every one has been worked out time and again 
in practically every kind of business during the 
fifteen years we’ve been making G. V. Electric 
Trucks. 


The results we can quote you are not claims; 
they’re the figures at the bottom of the cost 
expert’s columns. 


We can prove to you that, in 85% of all city 
and suburban trucking, the G. V. Electric Trucks 
are the most economical—the most efficient. 


If we couldn’t do so, how could we have over 
22% of all the motor trucks in New York City? 
You know what it means to try to “get” New 
York. 


Our records of performance cover 75 indus- 
tries and 15 years. They probably contain figures 
that apply to your business. They are yours— 
for the asking. Just tell us your line of business 
and see if we can’t save you money. Write 
today for Catalog No. 104—no obligation. 


GENERAL VEHICLE COMPANY, Inc. 


General Office and Factory: Long Island City, New York 
© NEW YORK CHICAGO BOSTON | PHILADELPHIA S) 


Six Models: 1,000 to 10,000 pounds capacity 


Dealers in open territory are invited to correspond 
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Train By Mail 
For a Big Traffic Position 


Recently enacted railroad rate laws and Interstate Com- 
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for men with expert knowledge of traffic science and Interstate 
Commerce laws. The LaSalle Extension University in forseeing 
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positions by home study without loss of time or interference 
with their regular duties, has spent over $100,000 in orgeniaing 


. expat © traffic yee ne arene material and text 


» endo and recognized by heads of iendinn 

Kn Be industrial an as having established the standard o: 
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't simpl. y did not exist. Traffic men formerly qualified 
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Earn from 
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Some om as high as $10,000a year. The science of routin 
shipments, obtaining the shortest mileage, securing the quickes' 
delivery, obtaining proper classifications and lowest rates on all 
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difficult subjects tomaster. If you have the ability to read and 
write intelligently, you can begin training at once for one of 
these big paying traffic positions, and you can do it without 
leaving or giving up your present position. 
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LESSONS FROM THE FREIGHT 


CONGESTION. 


It is a matter for congratulation that the con- 
gested freight condition in the East has so far im- 
proved that the eastern freight accumulation con- 
ference has discontinued its work and dissolved. 
In announcing this action, the conference takes 
oceasion to point out that nothing has occurred in 
the recent history of transportation to demonstrate 
more fully the need of co-operation between the 
other business interests and the transportation in- 
terests of the country for a realization of the neces- 
sity for fair treatment of the railroads in the mat- 
ter of compensation so that they may be in position 
to furnish reasonable and necessary facilities. It 
says that proper appreciation of these conditions 
and co-operation by the shipping public will avoid 
such costly and undesirable congestions. 

It is well enough for the railroads thus to use 
this situation in pointing a moral to serve their 
own ends if they do not overlook their own short- 
comings. It is doubtless true that if the railroads 
had more money they would have better facilities. 
It is also true that co-operation by shippers will 
avoid much of such trouble as has been encoun- 
tered. But that is not to say that the railroads 
have furnished every facility that they are able to 
furnish or that they have used what they have in 
the most efficient way. We suppose they realize 
this, though they do not go out of their way to 
assert it publicly in this announcement. The situa- 
tion has been so serious and annoying to both rail- 
roads and shippers that it seems unlikely that any 
point of possible betterment can have been over- 
looked on either side, and it would seem equally 
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impossible that all concerned should fail to profit 
by the experience. If, out of the trouble, comes a 
co-operation and an efficiency that will prevent 
recurrences, it will have served a good purpose. 





CHARGES AGAINST THE COMMISSION. 


We are printing elsewhere in this number the 
contents of a pamphlet issued by John W. Keogh 
of Chicago making certain charges against the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, in which words 
like “ignorance,” “stupidity” and “crookedness” are 
used. It is not our purpose now to discuss these 
charges or the merits of the case in which Mr. 
Keogh conceives himself to have been mistreated, 
except in so far as the accusations involve THE 
TrAFFIc WORLD. 

Mr. Keogh, in connection with a statement that 
there is evidence at hand to indicate that the rail- 
roads were advised in advance of what a certain 
decision by the Commission would be (and, by the 
way, he gives no other hint as to what this evi- 
dence may be), calls attention to the fact that not 
long ago THe Trarric Wortp discontinued the 
practice of showing “decision dates” on its pub- 
lished decisions of the Commission. This change; 
he says, took place almost immediately after the 
distribution of the first edition of his pamphlet, and 
he charges, in effect, that the discontinuance of the 
use of these dates in THrE TrArric WoRLD was 
brought about by the Commission, though he gen-' 
erously exonerates us from blame on the ground 
that we are dependent on the Commission for the — 
information we publish in our columns. 

If the other charges made by Mr. Keogh have 
been no better considered and have no firmer foun- 
dation than this one has, his fulmination does not 
amount to much. On March 25, 1916, we pub- 
lished editorially an explanation of our reason for 
discontinuing the printing of these dates. It was 
that the date of decision has no value to our read- 
ers because it means nothing other than that on a 
certain date the Commission arrived at its decision. 
The time of publication or promulgation is what is 
valuable to our subscribers. Moreover, publishing 
the date of decision was actually misleading, in that 
it caused our readers often to think we were 
dilatory, the interval between the date of deci- 
sion and the date of publication or promulgation 
being frequently several weeks. 

At the time the change was made and the edi- 
torial printed we had never heard of Mr. Keogh’s 
pamphlet. We did not hear of it until he called by 
telephone to ask the reason for the change in our 
practice. He was assured then of the same facts 
stated in our editorial. He either did not believe 
us (in which case we should like to know why), 
or has deliberately chosen to ignore the facts lest 
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he spoil a good story. If we made this change 
immediately after the distribution of his pamphlet, 
as Mr. Keogh says we did, the fact was merely a 
coincidence. The Commission did not suggest the 
change and did not even know that it was to be 
made. This magazine is not in any sense the organ 
of the Commission, and is not controlled by it. It 
does get much of its news from the Commission, 
but that news is compiled from public records and 
is accessible to any citizen. We are free to differ 
with the Commission or to criticize it, and we do 
both when occasion demands. Moreover, it would 
have been silly for the Commission, even if it had 
the power to do so, to seek thus to hide its head in 
the sand. For, while it is true that THe TRAFFIC 
WoRLpD has discontinued the use of the dates of deci- 
sions, they still appear on the printed copies of 
the decisions as issued by the Commission, and 
anyone interested can, by a little effort, get a copy 
and see the date. 

We hold no brief for the Commission, and it is 
possible that with it, as with other similar bodies, 
there might occasionally be a leak in information as 
to some particular case. But to charge that the Com- 
mission is guilty of an organized plan to give ad- 
vance information to either shippers or carriers, to 
the extent that it would seek to suppress the publi- 
cation of necessary information in a traffic maga- 
zine, is preposterous on its face. 


PASS THE ADAMSON BILL. 


It is to be hoped that the Alphonse and Gaston 
(with the reverse English) antics of Chairman 


Adamson of the House committee on interstate 
and foreign commerce and Chairman Newlands of 
the Senate committee on interstate commerce will 
come to an end before a great while, so that the 
Newlands resolution for an investigation of the 
transportation situation may pass the House and thé 
the Senate thus be free to pass the Adamson bill 
increasing the membership of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, or that the Senate may pass 
the Adamson bill without regard to what or when 
action is taken on the Newlands measure. It is 
enough to disgust the most patient man when Con- 
gress thus plays horse with measures that are 
needed for the relief of serious situations. 


The Commission needs relief, and it should have 
it at once. As now constituted it staggers under 
the mass of. work piled on it. Under the Adamson 
measure its membership would be increased from 
seven to nine and it would be able to separate itself 
into divisions for the consideration of various parts 
of the work. Even if a division of three members 
were not authorized to decide cases finally, the 
situation would be much relieved. For instance, 
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three Commissioners could be constantly attending 


to the routine work, three sitting to hear evidence 
or arguments and three attending to valuation 
work. At present the entire Commission sits to 
hear all arguments, and only two or three days of 
the week can be given to that work. As a conse- 
quence attorneys are usually limited to fifteen or 
thirty minutes for each side in an argument, even 
though it may be important. Frequently, there- 
fore, an attorney cannot do justice to his case in 
an oral argument before the Commission. When it 
is remembered how little of the actual testimony in 
a case the Commissioners are personally familiar 
with, and how much they have to depend on the 
reports of examiner and board of review covering 
the law and the facts, it becomes all the more im- 
portant that an attorney should be allowed ample 
time to review before the Commission the material 
facts and the law applicable to them. 

By dividing the Commission into three workable 
bodies, as suggested, with perhaps some plan otf 
rotation and a sort of sitting en banc while in con- 
ference deciding cases, the vast work of the Com- 
mission could be much more efficiently covered. 


VALUATION DISCUSSION 
THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Director Prouty, of the valuation division of the I. C. 
C., and hs assistants, Staples, Farrell and Bemis, held 
a conference May 26 with the representatives of the rail- 
roads who have charge of the valuation work for the 
carriers, the object being to discuss the valuation that 
has been made of one section of the Texas Midland, ex- 
tending from Ennis to Greenville, a distance of 72.92 
miles. Engineering, land and accounting reports in re- 
spect to that section have been prepared. The idea in 
holding the conference was to find in what respects the 
views of the railroad men differed from those of the 
government officials charged with the duty of making 
valuations. 

Clyde B. Aitchison, formerly of the Oregon commis- 
sion, appeared at the conference as the representative 
of the state commissions. He has been sent to Wash- 
ington as their representative and has established an 
office in the Real Estate Trust Building. 

A. W. Newton, chairman of the engineering committee 
of the western group of carriers, and L. W. Wells, assist- 
ant to the general manager of the Texas Midland and 
chief engineer, were the only speakers at the conference. 
The latter took up the schedule prepared by the govern- 
ment and criticized each of the hundreds of items or 
methods of reaching a conclusion as to what it cost the 
Texas Midland in 1896, when that section of the road was 
built, and as to what it would cost to reproduce that 
property new, less depreciation. 


The government engineers estimated that the section 
could be conceived, the money raised and the property 
built in eighteen months. Mr. Newton estimated that it 
would take one year to prepare for the constryction of 
the road; that is, to spy out the land, raise the money 

(Continued on page 1200) 
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Current Topics 
in Washington 


Cost of Switching Service.—Appar- 
ently a square issue is to be tendered 
to the Commission in the complaint of 
the Muncie & Western against the Big 
Four and other trunk lines filed May 
29, based on the allegation that the 
respondents do not pay enough in the 
way of a switching allowance to cover 
the cost of the service the road per- 
forms. It is an industrial road, owned 
by Ball Brothers Glass Manufacturing 
Co. -The carriers have made allowances to it that the 
Commission thinks are enough to prevent the payment of 
rebates to the proprietary interest. The terminal road as- 
serts that they are not large enough to pay a return on the 
money invested. Presumably, the proprietary interest 
makes money enough out of its manufacturing business to 
enable it to maintain the incorporated switch tracks known 
as the Muncie & Western. The question, formulated in 
the minds of many who have been dealing with the tap 
line and industrial railroad problem is, “Can the Commis- 
sion say that a profit made in one investment of a given 
individual or individuals shall be made an excuse for 
denying a compensatory return on another, when that other 
happens to be a common carrier railroad?” Another way 
of tendering an issue on the problem is to ask when the 
law ever gave the Commission the right to say what would 
be a rebate to Ball Brothers Glass Manufacturing Co. 
Whether a payment or other form of return to a shipper is 
said to be rebate, the verdict of a jury is required to stamp 
it with such opprobium, a wide-awake lawyer would prob- 
ably suggest. The Muncie & Western performs for the 
trunk lines, for traffic originating on its rails, exactly the 
same service that is performed by other belt lines. Then 
why, the complainant seems to ask, should it not receive 
the same compensation, at least, until the Commission has 
been able to prove to the satisfaction of a jury that the 
payment of like compensation amounts to so much more 
than a reasonable return on the investment as to force the 
conclusion that the payment is made with a view to giving 
the glass company a preference over other shippers? 








Misquoting of Rates.——Some day Congress is going to 
change the rule about the liability of a carrier to make 
refund, or stand the loss, when an agent misquotes the 
rate that results in loss to the shipper. The decision of 
the Commission in the complaint of the Utah Wholesale 
Grocery Co. against the Norfolk & Western, promulgated 
May 29, violates the sense of fairness of the man who 
knows little or nothing about the act to regulate com- 
merce. The grocery company asked a railroad agent what 
was the rate on peanuts via a certain line. He said $1.35 
a hundred, probably because he knew that that rate had 
been in effect. The grocery company had to pay twenty 
cents a hundred pounds more, because by way of that par- 
ticular route, but not by others, the rate had been raised 
to $1.55. How unfair that seems may be inferred from the 
fact that some of the respondents were willing to refund. 
If the grocery company had not been careful to inquire 
about the rate and route, it would have received its ship- 
ment on the old $1.35 rate because the carriers then would 
have been under compulsion to ship via the route making 
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the lowest rate between Norfolk and Provo. The rule 
should be that, unless it can be shown that discrimination 
would result, a misquoted rate should be protected. If 2 
given shipper claimed the benefit of many such “mistakes’ 
it would be easy to catch him up, and a jury would be 
likely to find such a man guilty of receiving rebates. It 
is suggested that it is “tommyrot” to quote the old saw 
about ignorance being no excuse for seeking to avoid the 
penalties of the law, in a matter of that kind, because not 
even an expert can know for a certainly that he has the 
right rate until he has done an infinite amount of work. 
The probability is that not another person in Utah that 
year had a carload of peanuts shipped to him from Nor- 
folk Va., so there could be no discrimination if the Provo 
concern had obtained a refund down to the rate in effect 
via other routes, and which a railroad man said was in 
effect via the route over which the goobers moved. 





Investigation and thought in regard to the classification 
of lumber and lumber products, forced on lumbermen, their 
traffic managers and lawyers, so far as can be learned, has 
not yet resulted in the making of a classification that 1s 
likely to please any large section of the lumber industry. 
John R. Walker, who has been dealing with the matter for 
the southern hardwood lumbermen, is almost convinced 
that the existing one classification, with .exceptions to it, 
is about as good as anything that can be advised. He 
figures that ninety-five- per cent of the tonnage moves on 
the one classification. The exceptions carry the other five 
per cent. In other words, more injustices will be done 
in any attempt to classify lumber and its products in any 
way other than the present, than now result from the ap- 
pearance of utter confusion. The inquiry, as will be re- 
called, was caused by the facts in the complaint of Anson, 
Gilkey & Hurd against the northern transcontinental car- 
riers. They were carrying sash, doors and blinds on the 
lumber rate, so the producers of such articles in the Missis- 
sippi valley paying as high rates on their raw material as 
their competitors on the North Pacific coast were paying 
on their finished product. The Central Freight Association 
roads were parties to the transcontinental tariffs naming 
such rates, while at the same time asking the Mississippi 
valley sash, door, and blind manufacturers to pay rates on 
their fabricated articles arbitraries over the lumber rate. 
The Commission ordered them to remove the unjust dis- 
crimination, and at the same time directed the opening of 
the inquiry in which Examiner Esch has just filed a book 
of exhibits of about 350 royal quarto pages. The north 
coast lumbermen said that if they were asked to pay arbi- 
traries on sash, doors and blinds, the result would be the 
leaving of much wood in the forests which otherwise 
would be worked into fabricated articles. The point is 
now made that theirs is an exceptional situation and the 
whole classification should not be torn up in an effort to 
deal with an exception. 





Stamps on Bills of Lading.—In the course of six weeks 
or two months the traffic world will be rid of the vexatious 
stamps which must now be put on bills of lading because 
Europeans are fighting, and perhaps because the party in 
power made too radical a revision of the tariff in 1913. 
Whatever the real reason for the appearance of the stamps, 
the fact is that they are to get the cabalistic “23” some 
time before the beginning of the fiscal year, July 1. The 
House leaders, having learned from the members of the 
military and naval affairs committeemen how much will be 
needed for military preparedness, are now drafting a reve- 
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nue bill which, when enacted, will take the place of the 
“war emergency” revenue law enacted in the fall of 1914, 
a few weeks after the beginning of the war. That law, 
by joint resolution, was extended from December 31 last, 
on which day it was to have died, to the end of the cur- 
rent calendar year. At that time the House leaders had 
to promise their followers that the stamp tax law would 
be wiped off the books before that day. Except for that 
promise, the followers would not have extended the life 
of the law, so much dissatisfaction had they heard ex- 
pressed on account of it. The desire of the leaders, cre- 
ated by political necessity, is to get rid of the stamp taxes 
at the earliest date lest they have a deleterious effect 
on their political health, And when the bill of lading 
stamp disappears, the practice of the telegraph and tele- 
phone companies of adding one cent to each message on 
account of the “war emergency” tax, will also cease. The 
government has been raising revenue at the rate of about 
$42,000,000 a year on them. 


Rates on Blackstrap Molasses.—The manufacturers of 
cattle feed who have been using Cuban or any other kind 
of blackstrap molasses are entitled to the sympathy, if not 
the prayers, of the community. The war had done them a 
mean trick. They might add that the Commission has also 
served them in a scurvy way because it recently allowed 
rates on imported blackstrap to become effective, while 
suspending a two-cent advance on the-domestic stuff, which 
is the residuum after all the table molasses and sugar possi- 
ble have been taken out of cane or sugar beets. When 
the war began sugar refiners were glad to get six or seven 
cents a gallon for it from the feed manufacturers. Now it 
is worth nineteen cents a gallon. Alcohol] distillers have 
found it to be fine raw material for making the extraordi- 
nary quantities of alcohol used in making munitions. Tes- 
timony taken in the I. and S. case arising from the sus- 
pension of the advances on domestic blackstrap shows that 
much of that so-called low grade consists of sugar. That 
sugar could be taken out, but not profitably. Suspension 
of the domestic advances has resulted in the freight rate 
on imported blackstrap being higher than that on the 
domestic articles. That is a most unusual situation and 
one the feed manufacturers feel keenly, because when the 
sugar duties were lowered they brought in Cuban black- 
strap at much lowr cost than they had been able to obtain 
it from the Louisiana cane men or from the Colorado beet 
factories. 


FREIGHT CONGESTION RELIEVED 

A. H. Smith, president of the New York Central lines, 
chairman of the executive committee, Eastern Freight 
Accumulation Conference, May 29, announced that, effect- 
tive May 31, the Conference would discontinue its work 
and the organization would dissolve. He said that this 
action was taken because of the improvement in the 
freight situation in the eastern territory, demonstrated 
by the following figures: 


The latest reports made to the committee show that 
the grand total of loaded cars held by all of the eastern 
railroads at all points, either for local delivery, for ex- 
port, or for delivery to their connections, including loaded 
ears for delivery to the New Haven Railroad, is now 
25,000, which, in view of the business conditions existing 
at the present time, may be considered normal. This 
compares with the total of 61,400 loaded cars held on 
March 23, shortly after the committee instituted its work. 
The total number of loaded cars held by connections 
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for the New Haven Railroad as of Friday midnight, May 
19, was 2,137, which compares with the total of 15,213 
loaded cars held for the New Haven Railroad by con- 
nections on March 16. , 

The situation as regards embargoes has shown steady 
improvement during the last few weeks, as indicated by 
tle frequent announcements of modifications of the New 
Haven embargo to permit of acceptance of freight for 
points previously closed and for classes of freight previ- 
ously restricted. 

The committee is hopeful the situation will continue 
to improve so that unrestricted movement of freight to 
New England territory will soon be possible and it feels, 
therefore, that no further necessity exists for its con- 
tinuance. 

The committee expresses its thanks and appreciation 
to the public service commissions of the several states, 
organizations of shippers and consignees, boards of trade, 
chambers of commerce and individuals, in the territory 
covered by its efforts, for co-operation in making effective 
the measures which it deemed necessary to enforce in 
the interests of all concerned. 

In addition, the railroads subscribing to the Conference 
make acknowledgment to the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission for its assistance in dealing with the difficult 
situation that confronted the receivers of freight and 
the railroads at the time the Conference was instituted, 
and for the efforts of Commissioner E. E. Clark, who 
represented the Interstate Commerce Commission on the 
executive committee, and acted as chairman of the special 
embargo committee. 


PARCEL POST FOR BOOKS 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


An inquiry into the efficiency of the parcel post as a 
carrier of books has just been completed by the postal 
authorities. It is found that the parcel service is used 
on an enormous scale by the principal New York book 
dealers and publishers and that the percentage of dani- 
aged shipments is small. 

Investigation was made following the receipt of a re- 
port calling attention to alleged cases of the rough han- 
dling of books sent by parcel post. The report admittedly 
was based largely upon hearsay, but the postmaster-gen- 
eral ordered a_thorough~-investigation of the matter. 
Officials of the Railway Mail Service visited the repre- 
sentative book publishers and booksellers of New York. 

Of the Baker & Taylor Co., it had been reported that 
the firm was compelleé@ to use the express companies 
again because its new books were being broken when 
sent by parcel post. On behalf of his firm, Mr. Bake 
informed the representative of the postal service that 
the report was erroneous and that his company mails 
approximately 400 packages of books a day, with an av- 
erage of one package a day damaged. One of the pub- 
lishers reports that of mailings averaging 300 parcels 
a day, complaints of damage do not average one a month. 
Another with mailings also aggregating 300 parcels a 
day reports complaints of damage to the number of five 
or six a year. Still others report no complaints of dam- 
age. One firm with mailings averaging about 300 ship- 
ments a day states that its complaints of damages have 
numbered from fourteen to fifteen a month. Its per- 
centage of damaged parcels is ten times higher than the 
average of the others. The explanation is found, the 
department says, in the fact that this concern does not 
pack its books as securely as the others do. 





ee ee ee ee ee 


oho am ab ah 


ait £2 Oe Gee Cot Sete Be ete 











June 3, 1916 


BITUMINOUS COAL FROM POINTS ON 
THE PENNSYLVANIA RAILROAD 
AND ITS CONNECTIONS 

FOURTH SECTION APPLICATION NO. 10167 
° (38 I. C. C., 658-661) 


Submitted Jan. 10, 1916. Opinion No. 3569. 


Application for authority to establish rates on bituminous and 
cannel coal from points on the Pennsylvania Railroad and 
its connections to water competitive points on the Mary- 
land-Delaware peninsula lower than rates contemporan- 
— applicable on like traffic to intermediate points 
denied. 


Frederic L. Ballard for petitioners. 
BY THE COMMISSION: 

By Fourth Section Application No. 10167 the Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co. seeks authority to create and increase 
discriminations against intermediate points, in violation 
of the long-and-short-haul provisions of section 4 of the 
act, by reducing the rates on bituminous and cannel coal 
in carloads from mines on its line and on the lines of 
its connections in the Clearfield, Snow Shoe, Westmore- 
land, Pa., and Cumberland, Md., and other coal-producing 
districts in the same peninsula, without observing the 
long-and-short-haul provision of the fourth section of the 
Act to regulate commerce. 

There are various mines on the Pennsylvania Railroad 
and its connections in the states of Pennsylvania and 
Maryland which produce bituminous coal, and some of the 
points at which this coal is consumed are located on the 
peninsula which lies between Chesapeake Bay and the 
Atlantic Ocean. These points of consumption are served 
by the Pennsylvania Railroad in connection with its 
affiliated lines, the Philadelphia, Baltimore & Washington 
Railroad; Baltimore, Chesapeake & Atlantic Railway; 
Maryland, Delaware & Virginia Railway, and New York, 
Philadelphia & Norfolk Railroad. 

There are 15 districts or groups of mines from which 
the rates here in question apply, but it is only necessary 
to give consideration to the rates from the Clearfield, or 
central Pennsylvania district, as the rates from the other 
mines or fields are the same as, or are made with rela- 
tion to, the rates from this district. 

Below is a statement of the rates, per long ton, which 
it is sought to establish from the Clearfield district, the 
destinations to which such rates would apply, the deliver- 
ing line, and the distances from the Clearfield district, 
figured by using the distance from Gallitzin, Pa., which 
is at the summit of the Allegheny Mountains, on the 
main line, and adding thereto 25 miles, that being the 
average distance of the mines in the Clearfield district 
from Gallitzin: 









To points on— Rate. Miles. 
Philadelphia, Baltimore & Washington R. R.: 
eT. aS Pe ee eer eee FC 317 
Easton, Md. 2.2 334 
Milford, Del. 326 
Franklin City, 395 
Cambridge, Md. 37 
Rehoboth, Del. 361 
Federalsburg, Md. ZF 347 
LOG 5b anh Gee oe nee nwa ae hek ebeon ae Zi 343 


Decisions of Interstate Commerce Commission 











= 
Baltimore, Chesapeake & Atiantic Ry.: 
SE TIE oily ahee 8 pcs kee: Pie s.42 eo om ie e 2.25 443 
gg SE ee en ee Pe: 398 
NG, TITAS sind oo oat pb etn et dpe tens o3-a0s's ee 357 
NS SRP TE Te 356 
2S \s ag SR eee 386 
ee I (Ge oo oc oe ee ce.cee bccecebceee Dae 408 
WR FI, onli bee's Dade eatdwden octec beds s Mee 371 
Maryland, Delaware & Virginia Ry.: 
pe ER ee ee 25 372 
I ee 6G no acmepp ecm ee eg ee 2.2% 359 
CO, EE <n owes ios ods nce w eee aasees 2.2% 365 
ee ES EE ee Se rr ee 2.2% 339 
I Tk cans ike oth ate aides mga «pie ome acs Siew te 336 
New York, Philadelphia & Norfolk R. R.: 
Sa a et hey ae eee. FS 356 
| Pe are ore, eer tt ere re 2.25 383 


The above-named points of. destination are located 
either on Delaware Bay, Chesapeake Bay, the Atlantic 
Ocean, or waters tributary thereto, and therefore traffic 
may move to the said points by rail and water as well 
as via all rail. The present rates applicable on coal 
moving all rail are substantially higher than those on 
the water-borne coal and are not exceeded at the inter- 
mediate inland points, except in one or two instances. 
The testimony at the hearing of this case developed that 
out of the 35,000 or 40,000 tons of coal moving annually 
to the water competitive points approximately 11,000 tons, 
or less than one-third, moves all rail, the balance being 
carried by rail to Philadelphia, Baltimore, Wilmington, 
Norfolk, Hampton Roads and other Atlantic ports, thence 
by barge or other vessels to destination. In order to 
secure for their lines a larger share of this tonnage ap- 
plicants desire to reduce their all-rail rates to points 
accessible by boat by amounts ranging from 20 to 85 cents 
per ton. The proposed rates would still be slightly higher 
than the rail-and-water rates, but on account of the 
greater convenience and dispatch of the all-rail route it 
is considered that a substantial amount of the traffic 
will be attracted to the all-rail lines. The all-rail route 
is via the Pennsylvania Railroad and Philadelphia, Balti- 
more & Washington Railroad to Perryville, Md., and 
Porter, Del., thence via the other rail carriers named 
above, all of which are owned or controlled by the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad. 

The departure from the rule of the fourth section re- 
sulting from the adjustment sought to be established 
would occur at points on the peninsula south of Clayton, 
Del., and representative examples are shown below: 


Revenue 
Rate per per long 
From Clearfield to— Distance. long ton. ton-mile 
Miles. Mills. 
y., Baa... Be: 
ee Se eee 301 $2.35 7.82 
MM) 5 asa ate see ties 304 2.45 8.07 
Bridgeville, Del. .....? Phos. cae 330 2.55 1.73 
Jeorgetown, Del. 266. -cececcce 341 2.55 7.47 
ee ae RS Seer a 383 2.80 7.31 
I Cg Nats 5 cid > 4 a Pa 318 2.55 8.02 
I MEE © one'n 0 V awe Ss fw 6 ¥ are 353 2.80 7.93 
B., C. &-A.- By.: 
OS |: Es ee ee 391 2.80 7.16 
SS, ec pine sin 9.s s/Oacods's 379 2.80 7.38 
Weeelovwie; Ma. |... 6. %258ds 372 2.80 7.5% 
M., D. & V. Ry:: 
Greenwood, Debkr ies oss sc oisiccce 325 2.55 7.84 
nN. ¥.. FE. & &.: 
Princess Anne, Md....:...... 369 3.10 8.39 
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The average distance from the Clearfield district to the 
points named above is 346 miles and the revenue varies 
from 6.3 to 7.5 mills per net ton-mile, or 7.16 to 8.39 
mills per long ton-mile. 

In justification of the relief prayed the applicants-urge 
that the rates proposed are necessary to meet the com- 
petition created by the water lines serving the destina- 
tions named; that they are depressed rates, and that 
the higher rates which they desire to continue to inter- 
mediate points are reasonable and compare favorably with 
rates for equal distances between points in the same 
general territory, some of which have been approved by 
this Commission. 

It is shown by the evidence that the territory of des- 
tination is sparsely settled, is devoted mainly to truck 
farming and consumes much less coal and draws less of 
other traffic than better developed regions, and that the 
cost of operation of the peninsular lines is greater than 
that of lines serving a more thickly populated and manu- 
facturing section, and it is asserted that reductions in 
the rates to the intermediate points to the level of the 
proposed rates to the water competitive points would re- 
sult in a loss of revenue of approximately $20,000 per 
annum. Applicants introduced exhibits purporting to 
show that the proposed rates to intermediate points com- 
pare favorably with other coal rates of the Pennsylvania 
Railroad to the Harrisburg, York-Lancaster, and Phila- 
delphia-Baltimore groups, but these exhibits do not appear 
to sustain this contention. That rates offered in compari- 
son yield approximately the same per ton-mile earnings for 
distances of 215 miles and less as the present rates to 
the intermediate points herein involved, but for an av- 
erage distance of 255 miles the rate shown is $1.60 and 
the yield per net ton-mile 5.6 mills, or 6.27 mills per long 
ton-mile. As shown above, the average distance to the 
intermediate points involved herein is nearly 350 miles, 
and the present rates yield from 6.3 to 7.5 mills per net 
ton-mile. The average distance to the water competitive 
points is approximately 363 miles. For this distance the 
rate of $2.25 which it is desired to establish to the ma- 
jority of the water competitive points is equivalent to 
6.2 mills per long ton-mile. The statistical report of the 
Commission for the year 1914 shows that the revenue on 
bituminous coal for the entire United States was 4.57 
mills per net ton-mile, and for the same year the per 
net ton-mile revenue for the eastern district of the United 
States was 4.15 mills. The report also shows that the 
per ton-mile earnings on all traffic on the Pennsylvania 
Railroad for the year 1914 was 5.78 mils per net ton, or 
6.47 mills per long ton. 

In the course of this investigation it developed that 
the rate carried by applicants to Cape May, N. J., a 
distance of 365 miles, from the Clearfield district is $1.95 
per ton, and this rate. is not exceeded at intermediate 
points. The present rate to Pope’s Creek, Md., a point 
located in the southern portion of the peninsula between 
the Potomac River and Chesapeake Bay, 321 miles dis- 
tant from the Clearfield region, is $2.25 per ton, and that 
rate also is not exceeded at intermediate points. We 
believe that the rates to these points furnish a better 
basis for comparison than do those submitted at the 
hearing. 

Upon consideration of all the facts, conditions and cir- 
cumstances of record surrounding the traffic to points 
herein involved, and of all other facts of record, we are 
of opinion that it has not been shown that the rates to 
water competitive points on the Maryland-Delaware penin- 
sula may properly be exceeded at intermediate points. 
The application for relief will be denied. 

An order will be entered in conformity with these views. 


FISH TO NEW YORK 


The Commission has vacated its orders in I. and S. No. 
747, in which the New Haven proposed to increase the 
_rate on fresh or frozen fish in less than carloads from 
Provincetown, East Brewster and North Truro, Mass., to 
Harlem River, from 37 to 45 cents. The suspension or- 
ders are to be set aside as of July 1. The Commission 
in its report says the service is an expedited one. It is 
only with regard to the expedited service that the higher 
rate was to apply. Alternative routes -carrying the old 
rate are to remain open. The case/is Fish to New York, 
N. Y., I. and S. 747, Opinion No. 3640, 39 I. C. C., 333-334. 
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MEMPHIS AND SHREVEPORT CASES 


CASE 6390 (39 I. C..C., 224-248) 
MEMPHIS FREIGHT BUREAU VS. ST. LOUIS, IRON 
MOUNTAIN & SOUTHERN RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 





Submitted May 8, 1915. 
CASE NO. 7250 
SHREVEPORT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ET AL. VS. 
ALABAMA & VICKSBURG RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 


Opinion No. 3629. 





Submitted Dec. 9, 1915. Opinion No. 3629. 


1. Class Rate Mileage Scale Prescribed- from Memphis to Points 
in Southern Louisiana and Arkansas.—Upon complaint of 
the Memphis Freight Bureau, in No. 6390, the class rates 
from Memphis to points in southern Arkansas and Louisiana 
found to be unjust and unreasonable in so far as they «x- 
ceed the mileage scale herein prescribed. 

2. Class Rate Differentials, Memphis Under St. Louis, to South- 
ern Louisiana and Arkansas Prescribed.—Class rates from 
Memphis to points in southern Arkansas and Louisiana 
found to unjustly discriminate against Memphis to the 
undue preference of St. Louis. Appropriate class differ- 
entials Memphis under St. Louis prescribed. 

3. Combinations Making Lower Than Through Rates Regard- 
less of Classifications, Must Be Observed.—Combinations 
which make lower than through rates should not be ex- 
ceeded, even though the factors comprising the combination 
are governed by different classifications. 

4, Commodity Rates Must Be Revised to Harmonize with Class 
Rate Mileage Scale.—Carriers are expected to revise their 
commodity rates in harmony with the determination reached 
in regard to class rates. 

. Shreveport to Have Benefit of Findings in Memphis Com- 
plaint.—In No. 7250 the findings in No. 6390 are adopted 
with respect to the rates from Memphis to Shreveport and 
Alexandria, La.; the St. Louis differentials over Memphis on 
traffic from St. Louis to Shreveport and Alexandria; and 
the principle to be applied under the fourth section. In ad- 
dition, the rates from Kansas City and from points in de- 
fined territories and in eastern seaboard territory to 
Shreveport and Alexandria are considered and passed upon. 


or 





T. K. Riddick and J. S. Davant for complainants in No. 6350; 
Borders, Walter & Burchmore for complainants in No. 7250; E. 
F. Hollies for Texarkana Freight Bureau; Theodore Brent and 
J. A. Smith for New Orleans Joint Freight Bureau; A. F. Ver- 
sen for Business Men’s League of St. Louis; E. P. Gaines for 
the cities of Marshall and Jefferson, Tex.; T. M. Henderson for 
Traffic Bureau of Nashville; F. H. Wood, Denegre, Leovy & 
Chaffe, F. G. Wright, S. H. West, E. A. Haid, J. M. Souby, 
George Thompson, W. F. Dickinson, R. Walton Moore, E. H. 
Hart, C. D. Drayton, J. B. Payne, J. E. Johansen, C. W. Owen, 
Baker, Botts, Parker & Garwood, F. W. Gwathmey, C. S. Burg, 
Edgar Moulton, C. Schonfelder, Jr., G. H. Hamilton and J. E. 
Allen for defendants. 


MEYER, Commissioner: 


These cases are closely related and will be disposed of 
in one report. We shall refer first to the complaint in 
No. 6390. 

By complaint, filed Dec. 4, 1913, and amended April 11, 
1914, the Memphis Freight Bureau alleges that class and 
commodity rates from Memphis, Tenn., to points in south- 
ern Arkansas and Louisiana are unjust, unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory as compared with the rates to the 
same destinations from St. Louis, Vicksburg, New Orleans 
and points in Arkansas from which intrastate rates apply. 
Because of the interrelation of rates to points specifically 
set forth with rates to nearby points, the complaint in 
effect puts in issue the rates from Memphis to practically 
all points in southern Arkansas and Louisiana. Complain- 
ant also alleges that the rates on cotton and certain other 
commodities from Louisiana points to Memphis are un- 
reasonable and unjustly discriminatory. 

The Texarkana Freight Bureau, intervener, asks that 
no higher rates be established to Texarkana than to Shreve- 
port, and that if reductions are ordered from Memphis 
to Texarkana, like reductions be ordered from points in 
Central Freight Association and Western Trunk Line ter- 
ritories. The New Orleans Board of Trade and New Or- 


‘leans Cotton Exchange intervened in support of defend- 


ants. 


General Consideration of Reasonableness of Memphis Out- 
bound Rates. 


Of the southern Arkansas and Louisiana destinations . 


herein involved, the most important are Texarkana, Ark., 
and Shreveport, Monroe and Alexandria, La., the last 
three of which comprise the Shreveport group. The rates 
to these points are shown in the following table and, for 
comparative purposes, the rates for like distances, pre- 
scribed by the Commission in Corporation Commission of 
Oklahoma vs. A. & S. Ry. Co., 26 I. C. C., 520 (The Traffic 
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World, April 19, 1913, p. 860); Railroad Commission of 
Louisiana vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co., 34 I. C. C., 472 (The 
Traffic World, July 24, 1915, p. 164); Iowa State Board 
of Railroad Commissioners vs. A. E. R. R. Co., 28 I. C. C., 

3 (The Traffic World, Aug. 16, 1913, p. 371), and 563 
(The Traffic World, Jan. 3, 1914, p. 6), and rates from 
Memphis to certain Oklahoma destinations: 
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Shreveport, Monroe and Alexandria are the corners of 
a triangle, bounded by lines of railroad. The class rates 
from Memphis to those three points, as is shown in the 
table above, are on a 117-cent scale. The rates to points 
on the Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific Railroad, which 
bounds the triangle on the north, are on the same scale. 
However, the rates to points north of this line are in some 





RATES FROM MEMPHIS TO SOUTHERN ARKANSAS AND LOUISIANA COMPARED WITH RATES FROM OKLAHOMA® 
TO TEXAS, SHREVEPORT, LA., TO TEXAS, IOWA TO KANSAS AND NEBRASKA, AND MEMPHIS TO OKLAHOMA. 


Distance. 
Stations from or to which rates apply. Miles. 
de Sy a Se A err erry Aree 290 
Oklahoma points to Texas points (mileage scale, 26 I. C. 
C, Ce clot rts Gans! cael wid dade Foon ofc a SIS EE kp ooh, s eee Fs 0's BOL OOD 
Shreveport, La., to Texas points (mileage seale, 34 I. C. 
©. QE cis sae Mate en oo ss a Reese cae Baw se eas os 0 COOL eee 
Iowa points to Kansas and Nebraska points (mileage 
ecole, Fics te ie Se BN oo 6s i cre eS ows i a bp she's andes one 201-800 
Mom pliia: We Samra, Ge a ka 6 06s 6 on Sa dee Fen cbse ews 0Kle 295 
Wome wee ee Ba ar Bnd R ies Wide 620 S.4.0cuiaeh «ae 321 


Oklahoma points to Texas points (mileage scale, 26 I. C. 


OM oly SOR CRS i ee eee ree Sa GL i ee 301- 
Shreveport, La., to Texas points (mileage scale, 34 I. C. 

C., 472) AOA LGR 4 MEN oO EES CEE IRE 
Iowa points to Kansas and Nebraska points (mileage 

echle; et es tad ee Bs. OD HiweSes SCrs voces chi cswssecdcc Bele 
Mompliitvae- MeO CO, CHER s 6 6 5os ieicidk ce cEe cscs aRsetesicse< 322 
Memphis GG ee, BM ae Siard nic vals VesG weg dws wdsbevisacedcs 239 
Oklahoma points to Texas points (mileage scale, 26 I. C. 

CS. , GO octane suiscicngse carats «,aGage ls: ala inden piemmatied 3 eats tons ale 221-240 
er La., to Texas points (mileage scale, 34 I. C. 

© GR Sa hind catidnc Gr tar See ea oe ee ees 6 SHS 
Iowa points to Kansas and Nebraska points (mileage 

scale, Be BaiGs., Gos SOOOE, Dek nscet baed ns seh sgapen coed) -Bol> Sao 
DReri pale ee, OE, FE ig oo 0:0 0:00:04. 0:6'9 « bisip.0 nn 08's vee 239 
SEOIIPRES OE PUL, TUNG iccls ie sd cc ope ode cd cases see <c 336 
Oklahoma points to Texas points (mileage scale, 26 I. 

©. GI ie cist hn eb ste Se ctaae- ae repeated ocpasle Meals ooSe wad 331-360 
Shreveport, La., to Texas points (mileage scale, 34 I. C. 

©. FR eae Gr ae Sak ek aso a aes Coe code se bo halo asacessaaee 321-340 
Iowa points to Kansas and Nebraska points (mileage 

scale, Se Ee Cer BOR EE ceibince 0 sie S655 X ohn Ship wees 9.450 321-340 
Mempinis, Geb. We cee AIS ois 0:40.60 iwS no biaree 0 wih 60500 2a 335 
Mempnte Ge Trav eet TOW oo.4 60 ccc.c.s 0.5.00 ce bw ab ewpe ve #29826 
Oklahoma points to Texas points (mileage scale, 26 

Ba ie oh ae cae ss ic rete oo a arith enn *281-300 
Shreveport, La., to Texas points (mileage scale, 34 

jE SAM 2 gg PRR RR A rely. ' eee ee PRR Nt Rey res Praga *291-300 
Iowa points to Kansas and Nebraska points (mileage 

Scale. Bb 5 Ss eer Ae OUR hen one to 60 bag cow Sstewhet aes *281-300 
Mempeeh Tie. DANO: ATMS 6 0:50 ends Kapiti s 0 56 0-0) D8 chen asa 0 *295 


*Average. 


Complainant used for comparison with the rates herein 
under attack the mileage scale prescribed in Iowa State 
Board of Railroad Commissioners vs. A. E. R. R. Co., 
supra. A more appropriate basis for comparison is 
afforded by the mileage scales prescribed in Corporation 
Commission of Oklahoma vs. A. & S. Ry. Co., supra, here- 
inafter designated the Oklahoma case, and Railroad Com- 
mission of Louisiana vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co., supra, com- 
monly known as the Shreveport case. The scale in the 
Oklahoma case was prescribed as a maximum for rates 
from Oklahoma into Texas. The scale prescribed in the 
Shreveport case applies to movements over one line or 
system from Shreveport, La., to points in Texas and 
from points in eastern Texas toward Shreveport. For 
hauls over two or more lines not under one management 
and control carriers are permitted under the findings in 
the Shreveport and Oklahoma cases to add to the mileage 
rates prescribed the following amounts per 100 pounds: 


Classes: s.5 cs. sana 1 2 3 4 5 A: B e D E 
Rates ctisdiceet ice 8 7 6 5 4 4 4 3 2 2 


The rates prescribed in the Shreveport and Oklahoma 
cases which are herein used for comparison are in each 
instance for one-line hauls. 


It will be observed that the class rates from Memphis 
to Texarkana and the Shreveport group are considerably 
higher for like distances than those prescribed in the 
Shreveport case and Oklahoma case, which, in turn, are 
higher, except in a few classes, than the class rates for 
like distances from Memphis to Oklahoma destinations. 
The rates from Memphis to Texarkana and the Shreve- 
port group are below the level of rates from Memphis 
to other southern Arkansas and Louisiana destinations. 
The class rates from Memphis to a large number of smaller 
points, some of which are intermediate to Shreveport, 
mer and Alexandria, are on a considerably higher 
scale, 


1 2 3 4 5 A B C D E 
Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. <ts. Cts Co Cae 
117 101 88 75 60 62 50 42 36 29 

89 78 67 57 45 46 42 35 27 22 

88 7 66 61 45 47 42 36 25 20 

77 65 51 39 31 35 27 23 19 15 
100 85 65 49 39 41 ~34 29 26 23 
117 101 88 75 60 62 50 42 36 29 

94 82 70 59 47 48 44 37 29 24 

98 85 72 63 49 50 46 38 29 23 

70 55 42 33 37 29 25 21 17 
103 85 68 52 2 45 35 29 24 20 
7 101 88 75 60 62 50 42 36 29 

78 68 59 50 42 43 38 32 24 19 

77 70 60 58 43 44 39 33 23 17 

68 57 45 34 27 30 24 20 17 14 

83 71 59 44 35 87 31 24 21 18 
117 101 S$ 75 60 62 50 42 3 29 

98 85 72 62 49 50 46 38 30 25 

98 85 72 63 49 50 46 3s 29 23 

83 70 55 42 33 37 29 25 21 17 
110 90 75 58 5 AG 361% 30 26 20 
117 101 88 75 60 62 50 42 36 29 

89 78 67 57 45 46 42 35 27 22 

89 78 67 61 45 47 42 36 26 20 

77 65 51 39 31 35 27 23 19 15 
100 85 65 49 39 41 34 29 26 21 


instances higher than to the Shreveport group, as is illus- 
trated by the first class rates shown in the following 
table. In each. instance the line on which the point is 
located, its distance from Memphis, and for comparison 
the first class rates for like distances prescribed in the 
Oklahoma and Shreveport cases, are also shown: 


FIRST-CLASS RATES MEMPHIS TO LOUISIANA DESTINA- 
TIONS NORTH OF THE LINE OF THE V.S. & P. COM- 
PARED WITH MILEAGE SCALES IN OKLAHOMA AND 


SHREVEPORT CASES. 
Mileage Mileaze 
seale, scale, 
Oklahoma Shreveport 
case, 26 case, 34 
ie. ie t.. <2. c, 
520. 472. 
3) ° 3) 
From Delivering a : g 2 = Es 3 
Memphis to— carrier, S Pa 5 Pa 5 & 
Gilliam, La..... ce See 338 187 331-360 98 341-360 98 
State Line, La..L. & N. W..... 262 127 261-280 86 261-270 S5 
Minden, La..... i Se. 310 127 301-330 94 301-320 94 
Lamkin, La..... St. L. I. M. & S..247 127 241-260 82 246-250 80 


Some of the points north of the line of the Vicksburg, 
Shreveport & Pacific are on a lower basis than those 
shown above, but with the exception of rates to points 
near the Mississippi River which reflect water competition 
all are on a relatively high basis as compared with the 
mileage scales referred to. 


To points on the lines of carriers connecting Alexandria 
with Shreveport and Monroe, the rates are also in many 
instances higher than to the Shreveport group, likewise 
to points within the triange bounded by the carriers con- 
necting Shreveport, Monroe and Alexandria. This is illus- 
trated by the rates shown in the following table: 








1148 THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


FIRST-CLASS RATES FROM MEMPHIS TO LOUISIANA DES- 
TINATIONS ON LINES CONNECTING ALEXANDRIA, 
LA., WITH SHREVEPORT AND MONROE, LA., COM- 
PARED WITH MILEAGE SCALES IN OKLAHOMA AND 
SHREVEPORT CASES. 


Mileage Mileage 
scale, scale, 

Oklahoma Shreveport 

case, 26 case, 34 

1, Sy Sows | AE AE 

520. 472. 

_ oo ~ 
© Ss) ) 
n ae T ae n as 
- From Delivering <_ = <_ * — 2 
Memphis to— carrier. S & S ae s 2 
Lucas, La....... ee een per 331 137 3381-360 98 321-340 98 
Natchitoches,La.T. & P..........376 137 361-400 102 361-380 162 
BOyee, 1A... 0.6 Pe ER Moss insels sigld 371 117 361-400 102 361-380 102 
Bases, LA... .5- St. L. I. M. & S..254 127 241-260 82 251-260 82 
Columbia, La....St. L. I. M. & S..268 127 261-280 86 261-270 85 
Georgetown, LaSt. L. I. M. & S..299 133 281-300 89 291-300 89 
Heflin, La...... ey eee ae 321 127 301-330 94 321-340 98 
> eee ee SS fee 305 127 301-330 94 301-320 94 
Blenheim, La. .L. R. & N......327 137 301-330 94 321-340 98 


It is interesting to note that to points in Louisiana 
south of Alexandria and farther distant from Memphis 
the class rates are also considerably in excess of the 
mileage scale prescribed in the Oklahoma and Shreveport 
cases, supra. This is illustrated by the comparison of 
first class rates shown below: 


COMPARISON OF FIRST-CLASS RATES, MEMPHIS TO 
LOUISIANA DESTINATIONS, WITH RATES FOR LIKE 
DISTANCES, OKLAHOMA TO TEXAS AND SHREVE- 
PORT, LA., TO TEXAS DESTINATIONS. 


“a Mileage Mileage 
seale, scale, 

Oklahoma Shreveport 

case, 26 case, 34 

h. £5 4s - oS. ©. 

520. 472. 

n n mA 
o 2 4 
F'rom mn ry nw ao nh ° 
Memphis to— < 3 = = = S 
a 8 a 2 a S 
Bake Charities La. ..i.. 0.66: 435 130 401-450 106 401-450 106 
SS eee 422 137 401-450 106 401-450 106 
Labadierville, La. .......... 475 105 401-450 106 401-450 106 
CS cd ou pt kaeanedo 404 1837 401-450 106 401-450 106 
CRGING, LA. ...---cereccccces 413 130 401-450 106 401-450 106 
Zimmer, ed scm vine ag, cores 380 137 361-400 102 381-400 102 
Eunice, La. ..............--. 393 130 361-400 102 381-400 102 
Og SF era 416 130 401-450 106 401-450 106 
EN EN SI 368 130 361-400 102 361-380 1062 


The only Memphis rates herein involved which are upon a 
lower basis than the mileage scales above referred to are 
to points on or close to the Mississippi River which reflect 
water competition. The class rates from Memphis to 
points directly on the Mississippi River are on a 50-cent 
scale, the same as from Memphis to New Orleans, La. 
To points not directly on but near the Mississippi the 
rates, although on a higher basis, are frequently lower 
than the general level prevailing at other Louisiana points. 
A large number of comparisons made by complainant, 
some of which were intended primarily to show the ex- 
istence of unjust discrimination, also bear upon the un- 
reasonableness of the Memphis rates under complaint, but 
will not be referred to at this point. 


In support of their contention that the present rates 
from Memphis are just and reasonable carriers make com- 
parisons with rates involved in a number of the Com- 
mission’s decisions. Thus they compare the rates from 
Memphis to Texarkana, Ark., with rates for like distances 
dealt with in Williams vs. V., S. & P. R. R. Co., 16 I. C. C., 
482 (The Traffic World, July 3, 1909, p. 1); Chamber of 
Commerce of Houston vs. I. & G. N. R. R. Co., 32 I. C. C., 
243 (sic); Chamber of Commerce of Houston vs. H. E. 
& W. T. R. R. Co., 32 I. C. C., 203 (The Traffic World, 
Dec. 5, 1914, p. 1049), and with class rates from New 
Orleans to Waskom, Tex. These comparisons are shown 
in the following table: 

First- 

Dis- class 

Points to and from which tance, rate, 
rates apply. miles. cents. 


Memphis to Texarkana, Ark.. 290 117 
Vicksburg, Miss., to— 


Opinion of Com- 
mission, 


Pn, MO vecuniegesects 192 137 

TMI, ward 66 Wbdb'en a's £b% 259 131 Williams vs. V. S. & 
SS eee | itt >. 2. RB. Rte, 6 
Sliver Lake, Tex. .........0. 290 137 I. &. £5 482. 


Gram @atine, Tex.........5. 297 137 


_ comparison range from 192 to 330 miles. 
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Houston to interior Louisiana 


ee PP Pree ee ee eer 137 Chamber of Com- 
merce of Houston 

vs. I. & G. N. Ry. 

Ce., 32 I.'C: €., 247. 

Houston to Stamps, Ark. ..... 297 124 Chamber of Com- 


r merce of Houston 
vs. H. BE. & W. T. 
Ry. ©o., 88 ©. C. C., 
203. 
New Orleans to Waskom, Tex. 330 137 


An examination of the cases referred to above shows 
that in each case complainants’ prayer, if granted, would 
have carried with it a much more extensive change in 
rates than that immediately contemplated, and the Com- 
mission in each case rested its decision largely upon the 
fact that the record was not sufficient for a determina- 
tion involving so widespread a change. In the Williams 
case, supra, the rates from Vicksburg to certain poimts 
in the extreme northeastern portion of Texas were at- 
tacked as unjust and unreasonable, and the Commission 
in its opinion pointed out that the points seletced are in 
a group almost due west of Vicksburg and are the nearest 
points to Vicksburg of any of the Texas common points. 
On page 486 of its opinion the Commission said: 

The rates from Vicksburg to certain selected Texas common 
points only are alleged to be unlawful. Vicksburg rates apply 
not only to those near-by and almost air-line points, but to all 
Texas common points, and no transportation or commercial 
necessity has been shown for segregating these points and es- 
tablishing rates to them from Vicksburg. 

Waco, Tex., was taken as the center of the Texas com- 
mon point group in Dallas Freight Bureau vs. M., K. & 
T. Ry. Co., 12 I. C. C., 427, and in Williams Co. vs. V., S. 
& &. Ry., supra. The 137-cent scale applies to all Texas 
common points and the distance from Vicksburg to Waco 
is 412 miles, while the distances used by defendants for 
In Chamber 
of Commerce of Houston vs. I. & G. N. Ry. Co., supra, 
the Commission permitted the 137-cent scale to be used 
only as a maximum in the revision of rates from Houston 
to interior Louisiana points. The rates to many Louisiana 
points are on a considerably lower basis. The distance 
from Houston to interior. Louisiana points is about the 
same as the distance from Memphis to Texarkana. The 
following quotation from Chamber of Commerce of Hous- 
ton vs. H. E. & W. T. Ry. Co., 32 I. C. C., 203, 205 (supra), 
shows the considerations upon which the Commission 
based its conclusion not to disturb the 124-cent scale from 
Houston to Stamps, Ark: 

The effect of an order of the nature desired by complainant 
necessarily would be either a general reduction in the rates 
from the Texas common points to Arkansas or the destruc- 
tion of the common-point group to that state at least and the 
establishment of rates from the various common points on a 
mileage basis. To justify the Commission in ordering so gen- 
eral a readjustment it should be shown not only that the con- 
ditions of transportation at Houston and from the points al- 
leged to be unduly preferred are substantially similar, but 
that the present adjustment results in undue prejudice and 
disadvantage to Houston and its shippers. Upon the facts of 
record we are not of opinion that the conditions of transporta- 
tion from the respective points of origin have been shown to 
be substantially similar, and in the absence of proof of un- 
reasonableness in the rates from Houston we are unable to 
find that the maintenance of the Texas blanket on Arkansas 
traffic is unreasonable or results in unjust discrimination 
against Houston. The complaint will therefore be dismissed. 
It will be so ordered. 

The defendants also call attention to the mileage scale 
used as a maximum in In Re Fourth Section Violations 
in the Southeast, 30 I. C. C., 153 (The Traffic World, May 
16, 1914, p. 943). That scale governed by Southern Clas- 
sification is as follows for one-line hauls of 300 miles: 


SOR ee 1 2 3 { & 4 2°34: Oe & F 


te Raps 96 84 69 63 51 45 38 38 31 25 46 55 52 

Defendants argue that since the average revenue per 
ton-mile in the Southwest is 132 per cent of the average 
revenue per ton-mile in the Southeast, according to the 
statistical report of the Commission for 1910, it would 
be fair to construct rates for the Southwest by applying 
this percentage to the rates prescribed in the Southeast. 
On that basis defendants constructed a 127-cent scale for 
300 miles and argue that the result shows the present 
117-cent scale from Memphis to Texarkana for approxi- 
mately the same distance to be just and reasonable. It 
must be remembered, however, that the mileage scale in 
the Southeastern case, supra, was prescribed as a maxi- 
mum to be applied at intermediate non-competitive points 
in southeastern and Mississippi Valley territory, and that 
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it was arrived at by ascertaining the average of rates 
maintained for like distances to the non-competitive points 
in this territory. It by no means represents the average 
of all rates maintaied for like distances in the territory 
involved. Nor was this scale approved by us except as 
a usage measure of intermediate rates. No more satis- 
factory Measure was suggested in that proceeding and 
nothing else which properly could be used appeared to 
be available. In fact, the comparison in our opinion tends 
to show the unreasonableness of the rates under com- 
plaint. A comparison of rates from Memphis to Monroe, 
La., Hope, Ark., Texarkana, Ark., and Shreveport, La., 
with rates for like distances from Memphis to certain 
points in the Mississippi Valley and the Southeast made 
by complainant is more in point. It is shown in part in 
the following table: 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF MILEAGES AND CLASS 

RATES FROM MEMPHIS. 


1 2 3.4 §& 

To— Classification Miles Cts Cts Cts Cts Cts 
Jackson, Miss...... Bouter . i. cecsee 211 8 71 60 50 : 
Monroe, Miss. s<s . WORROIM +. cite cscs 239 117 #101 88 75 60 
MOC, BBM vicsiccacs WOSTEET “ccc0 coeds. 247 117 #101 88 75 60 
Meridian, Miss..... Boutherh ...0.s60ks 249 83 71 60 50 42 
Birmingham, Ala..Southern .......... 251 8 2 61 52 42 
Texarkana, Ark... Western .......... 290 117 101 88 75 60 
Chattanooga, TennSouthern .......... 311 76 65 57 47 40 
Shreveport, La..... (LO ae 321 117 101 88 75 60 
Montgomery, Ala.. Southern .......... Sit O84 SS TE COS SS 
Atlanta, Ga. ......3 Southerh © 5... .%s.5 418 103 88 77 64 52 


Rates to points east of the Mississippi with which com- 
parisons are made in the table above are in all cases 
somewhat below the mileage scales prescribed in the Okla- 
homa and Shreveport cases, supra. 

The comparisons made with the mileage scales pre- 
scribed in the Shreveport and Oklahoma cases are suffi- 
cient to show that the present rates from Memphis to 
southern Arkansas and Louisiana are mutually inconsist- 
ent. In making rate comparisons, the differences in op- 
erating conditions and traffic density in the respective 
territories in which the rates apply should be considered. 
However, so wide a spread as has been shown to exist 
between the Memphis rates and the rates prescribed for 
like distances in the Shreveport and Oklahoma cases can- 
not be explained upon that ground. A definite determina- 
tion as to the rates which should be applied in the future 
will follow under the section headed, “rates to specific 
destinations and groups.” 


Rates Proposed by Complainant. 


While the present Memphis rates are plainly unjust and 
unreasonable, the rates proposed by complainants are~in 
many instances equally unreasonable. Complainant urges 
a revision of the rates in issue on several bases. To 
southern Arkansas points it suggests rates predicated on 
the Arkansas state rates. The present class rates from 
Memphis are on a scale 30 cents below the rates from 
St. Louis to Little Rock, Ark., while to points in southern 
Arkansas and Louisiana the differentials Memphis below 
St. Louis are in general upon a 10-cent scale. By sub- 
tracting the Little Rock differentials from the present 
rates from St. Louis to southern Arkansas and Louisiana 
complainant arrives at a second basis for revision. To 
many destinations in northern Louisiana and southern 
Arkansas the rates from New Orleans are lower, although 
the distances are greater than from Memphis. Complain- 
ant calls attention to the New Orleans rates as a third 
basis for revision and submits as a fourth basis the com- 
binations on Vicksburg, New Orleans, Port Allen and 
other Mississippi River points which are in many cases 
lower than the through rates from Memphis to Louisiana 
destinations. 

The rates which complainant proposes as just and rea- 
sonable are in each instance determined by that basis 
which makes the lowest rates. This is properly made 
the ground for criticism by the defendants, who allege 
that the rates arrived at are entirely without system or 
logic. Thus the class rates proposed by complainant 
from Memphis to Texarkana and Shreveport are on an 
83 and 60 cent scale, respectively, although these points 
are very nearly the same distances from Memphis. The 
Commission held in Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. St. L., 
I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 28 I. C. C., 569 (The Traffic World, 
Jan. 3, 1914, p. 9), that class rates from Memphis to 
Texarkana should not exceed the rates contemporaneously 
maintained to Shreveport. The lack of harmony in the 
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rates suggested by complainant results from the fact that 
in all cases it proposes to remove alleged unjust dis- 
criminations by decreasing the Memphis rates, although 
in some cases it might be more appropriate not to disturb 
the Memphis rates, but to increase the rates from the 
point unduly preferred. 

But while the various bases submitted by the complain- 
ant for a revision of rates cannot in all instances be ° 
adopted as a measure of what the Memphis rates should 
be, they nevertheless merit consideration, because they 
bear upon the question of undue discrimination. 


Comparison with Arkansas Intrastate Rates. 


The Arkansas state rates with which complainant com- 
pares rates from Memphis to southern Arkansas were 
provided by Arkansas Standard Distance Tariff No. 3, the 
enforcement of which has since been enjoined as regards 
the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad by order of the 
federal courts. The other Arkansas carriers have also 
filed petitions to enjoin the enforcement of the state rates, 
which are now pending in the courts. The testimony 
does not show that the rates in effect pending the decision 
of the court unduly discriminate against Memphis. In 
City of Memphis vs. C., R. I. & P. Ry. Co., Docket No. 
7304, the same complainant attacks the rates from Mem- 
phis to Arkansas points generally as related to the Arkan- 
sas state rates. Both complainant and defendant refer 
to the testimony and arguments presented in that case, 
and we believe that the question of whether the Arkansas 
state rates occasion undue discrimination should be left 
for decision in that proceeding. 


Comparison with Rates from St. Louis, Mo. 


Complainant’s contention that the Little Rock differ- 
entials of 30 cents Memphis under St. Louis should be 
observed in the rates from Memphis and St. Louis to 
points south of Little Rock in Arkansas and Louisiana 
is based, first, upon an alleged agreement to that effect 
between the St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Railway 
and the city of Memphis. Complainant acknowledges that 
this Commission could not lawfully be asked to enforce 
the terms of this agreement, but argues that the recogni- 
tion of the reasonableness of such a relationship by the 
St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern at the time the 
alleged agreement was reached raises a strong presump- 
tion that this relationship is just and reasonable. 

The distances and class rates from St. Louis and Mem- 
phis to Little Rock are as follows: 


Distances, 1 2 3 4 5 

To Little Rock from— miles. Cte. Cts. Cts: Cia Cte 
Re AP ee ee 346 §=100 85 65 49 37 
BR ES ee ey ee ae 133 70 60 45 36 27 
Difference ......... lt PRR 213 30 25 20 13 10 
Distances, A B Se D E 

To Little Rock from— miles. Cts. Cte Cts, Cta: Cta 
Gi BNE a sa ccrcre-s 4c pincer td Bane: 30 346 39 32 27 23 18 
SIN 6 05050 oe oA ZENS Ee ae tes 13% 29 22 18 15 12 
en 13 Be 


Class differentials on a 30-cent scale Memphis under 
St. Louis have been maintained for a long time at Little 
Rock. The rates from Memphis to Arkansas destinations 
generally as compared with rates from St. Louis to the 
same destinations are attacked in City of Memphis vs. 
C., R. I. & P. Ry. Co., Docket No. 7304, and the propriety 
of the present differentials at Little Rock and other Arkan- 
sas points not specifically set forth in the complaint will 
therefore be left for determination in that case. The 
discussion in this case is limited to points in southern 
Arkansas and Louisiana. The rates to Texarkana, the 
Shreveport group, and Lake Charles, La., may be taken 
as illustrative for the purpose of comparing Memphis with 
St. Louis rates. The rates and distances to these points 
are as follows: 

CLASS RATES AND DISTANCES. 





3 4 5 
i Miles. Cts. Cts, .Cts;.- Gites Cte, 
To Texarkana from— 

ct MEE oS aes N45 ase see 6 490 127 111 96 82 65 
INE eicteic bcc pgs cae 308 290 117 +101 88 75 60 
RD | oF ean G ssarese 200 10 10 8 4 5 

To Shreveport group from— 
ee RE ey asth dvaaleraae. 2 *5541, 127 111 96 82 65 
IE 5 63 Wea a bavi dh wed #29824 117 101 88 75 60 
Difference ..........+.+- 66%> 2265 8 ees 
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To Lake Charles, La., from— 
ee Te PT sree ok 698 140 ©6119 99 or. i. Oe 
DINS > cndisnn-e-con.4 ibenoet « 435 130 =—:110 91 84 66 
SPONGE og Foc Sue tes 263 10 10 8 : | 5 
A B Cc D E 
Miles. Cts... -Ota, -Cta,.. Coe - See. 


To Texarkana from— 


NM eee ee eee 490 69 55 47 41 34 
INE cata dcrmatecrl «ode 290 62 50 42 3 29 
SPMEEP ONCE since ccecdses 200 7 5 5 5 5 

To Shreveport group from— 
es DE “sec her ccecivercsa *55414 69 55 47 41 3 
ND © Gags udencMneed 0-68 *298% 62 50 42 36 29 
pS TP reece 255% 7 5 5 5 5 

To Lake Charles, La., from— 
ee Bee See 698 75 67 55 45 39 
SN 855.0 See od iS OEE 5A 435 68 62 50 40 34 
OTC LOTTE 263 7 5 5 5 5 


*Average distance. 


It will be observed that the differentials Memphis under 
St. Louis are in each case on a 10-cent scale. The same 
differentials are maintained in the rates from Memphis 
and St. Louis to Texas common points. Complainant 
argues that Memphis should have greater differentials to 
southern Arkansas and Louisiana than to Texas, because 
to the former the Memphis distance is a smaller percent- 
age of the St. Louis distance than to the latter; because, 
at the river crossings such as Vicksburg, Natchez, Port 
Allen and New Orleans, the differentials Memphis under 
New Orleans are greater than at southern Arkansas and 
Louisiana points generally, and because the rates to St. 
Louis from representative points east of the Mississippi 
River and north of the Ohio are lower than the rates to 
Memphis by amounts which exceed the 10-cent scale. 


On behalf of defendants it is argued that no change 
should be made in the present relationship of rates from 
Memphis and St. Louis to southern Arkansas and Louisi- 
ana destinations because of the disturbance which would 
result in the entire territorial adjustment of rates from 
Memphis and St. Louis and from defined territories 
through these gateways to the Southwest. Although this 
argument was based largely upon the rates proposed by 
complainant, which we have characterized in some re- 
spects as unreasonable, it applies to any change which 
might be made in the relationship of the Memphis and 
St. Louis rates. 

Western Trunk Line territory, Central Freight Associa- 
tion territory, Mississippi Valley territory and southeast- 
ern territory are divided into a series of groups of origin 
from which rates to Texas common points are made by 
the application of stated differentials above or below the 
rates from St. Louis. Defendants allege that to southern 
Arkansas and Louisiana rates are made with relation to 
the Texas common point rates both with respect to the 
basing rate from St. Louis and the rates from the terri- 
torial groups of origin. Defendants state that it is 
natural and proper that the same general scheme of rate 
making should apply to all of the southwestern territory. 
They allege that it is essential that the rates to Texar- 
kana and Shreveport, each of which is near the border 
of Texas common point territory and both of which are 
important gateways for Texas traffic, should properly 
be related to the rates to Texas common points. By ex- 
tensive exhibits filed upon the hearing defendants show 
that the proposed rates, especially the commodity rates, 
from Memphis to Texarkana and Shreveport when com- 
bined with the rates from those points to Texas common 
points would result in combinations considerably lower 
than the through rates from Memphis and from a large 
number of points of origin in defined territories. They 
further show that a change would result in the rate 
relationship of points in defined territories on traffic to 
Louisiana and Texas points. The exhibits filed by de- 
fendants show that class rates proposed by complainant 
from Memphis to Texarkana and Shreveport when com- 
bined with class rates from defined territories to Mem- 
phis and from Texarkana and Shreveport to Texas com- 
mon points make lower combinations than the through 
rates on some of the classes from Pittsburgh and other 
points on the eastern border of defined territories. 

Rates from Memphis to Texarkana and Shreveport, 
however, cannot be regarded merely as segments of 
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through rates. While Memphis is an important gateway 
to the Southwest, it is also an important originating and 
distributing center and is entitled to rates which are 
reasonable and non-discriminatory. The average distance 
from Memphis to Texas common points far exceeds the 


-distances from Memphis to the majority of the points 


herein involved and forms a considerably larger proportion 

of the St. Louis distances. The distances from Memphis 

and St. Louis to Waco, Tex., which, as stated above, is 

approximately the center of Texas common point territory, 

and to Texarkana, the Shreveport group and Lake Charles, 

La., and the proportion in each case which the Memphis 

distance bears to the St. Louis distance is given in the 
following table: 

Proportion 

distance 

Mem- 

From From phis to 

St. Louis, Memphis, St. Louis, 


To— miles. miles. per cent. 
PMS SE Fs aon 2 wan lancse > dae dace 748 —~ 548 7 
oe eee rs ei ee 490 290 a 
SRECVENSTC. BIOUD < .. o:5c cc coc ows ecs 5541, 29825 54 
RAE SO, SE sain > Kies mco-e'g 0d 00 696 435 62 


When the average distance and the percentage rela- 
tionship of the distances from Memphis and St. Louis are 
considered the differentials Memphis under St. Louis to 
Texas common points appear to be reasonable. To south- 
ern Arkansas and Louisiana points, however, differentials 
on a somewhat higher scale would be more appropriate, 
because the Memphis distance is a considerably lower 
percentage of the St. Louis distance than in the move- 
ment to Texas points. This conclusion is strengthened 
when we consider the present differentials St. Louis under 
Memphis from points in defined territories shown in the 
table below: 


Per- 

centage 

Mem- 

phis First-class 
of St. rates. 

To To Louis 
Mem- St. dis- Mem- St. Difter- 
From— phis, Louis, tance, phis, Louis, ences, 
miles. miles. p.ct. ets. cents. cents. 
Mew Tork, Me. . csccccet 1,157 1,065 92 109 92.2 16.8 
Pitteburte, PR. oss cée cist 807 621 77 91 59.3 31.7 
Cleveland, Ohio ........... 757 548 72 91 55.3 35.7 
Detroit, RS x dente ance 743 488 66 91 48.3 42.7 
Ce 9. so hoc cle owt nd 527 284 54 $5 45.5 39.5 
Cincinnati, Ohio .......<. 494 341 69 75 43.1 31.9 
Indianapolis, Ind. ........ 490 240 49 79 39.9 39.1 
Louisville, KY. «66.6 .cxise 380 274 72 65 43.1 Ae) 


When the percentage relationship of the distances 
shown in this table and the corresponding first class 
differentials St. Louis under Memphis are compared with 
the percentage relationships of the distances from Mem- 
phis and St. Louis to couthern Arkansas and Louisiana 
shown in the next preceding table, and for which a 
differential of only 10 cents first class is maintained, the 
unjust discrimination against Memphis and the undue 
preference in favor of St. Louis in the rates at present 
in effect becomes apparent. A differential on a 20-cent 
scale, we believe, is proper at Texarkana, Ark., and this 
difference should be gradually decreased with- increased 
distance until a differential on a 10-cent scale is reached 
at Lake Charles, La. , 


Combinations Lower than Through Rates. 


As a general rule, through rates in excess of the com- 
bination of intermediate rates are regarded as prima 
facie unreasonable. Where specific rates governed by the 
same classification are published on a commodity to and 
from a given point, there can be no question that the 
rates from point of origin to ultimate destination should 
not exceed the combination of intermediate rates. Rates 
higher than the combinations would be in violation of 
section 4 of the Act to regulate commerce. However, the 
instant case differs from the ordinary fourth section case 
in that it falls within two classification territories. The 
rates from Memphis to lower Mississippi River points 
are governed by the Southern Classification, while the 
rates beyond are governed by the Western Classification. 
It is well known that the classes in the three classifica- 
tions do not coincide with one another. As to the articles 
classified alike in both Southern and Western classifica- 
tions, the through combination rate would exactly equal 
the combination of the two class rates if all other con- 
ditions affecting the classification were the same. The 
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latter, however, is not always the case. As defendants 
point out, commodity descriptions and classification rules 
and regulations governing shipments under class rates 
vary in the different classifications. Progress has been 
made toward greater uniformity and continued striving 
to attain this result is to be commended. 

It is plain that the rates on specific articles and not 
the rates for a particular class or commodity description 
must in each case be consulted before the combination 
rates can be ascertained and that all the rules and regu- 
lations affecting the charge in each territory must be 
complied with before the through combination of charges 
can be applied; but that combinations of the rates ap- 
plying on specific articles can be made is not denied, and 
the defendants admit in their. brief that “some of the 
through rates are now higher than such combinations.” 

While the defendants appear to be in full accord with 
the general principle that through rates should not be 
in excess of the aggregates of intermediate rates, they 
contend that where through traffic is handled partly in 
one classification territory and partly in another this 
general rule should not be applied. It is contended that 
the fact that there are articles upon which actual com- 
bination rates made by applying the two classifications 
and their several and varying rules and regulations are 
lower than the published through charges does not with 
respect to this traffic make even a prima facie case of 
unreasonableness. Defendants state that even where a 
given article is rated only one class higher in Western 
than in Official or Southern classification through rates 
governed by Western Classification will invariably exceed 
the actual combination of charges unless the application 
of the varying rules and regulations of the classification 
offset the difference in the classification ratings. This 
is said to be true not merely from Memphis to Shreveport, 
but wherever through rates governed by a single classi- 
fication are published from one classification territory to 
another. It is argued that both classifications cannot 
apply; that one must give way to.the other; that if, 
nevertheless, actual combinations must be protected by 
specific commodity rates, all through class rates might 
as well be canceled. Defendants’ position is that the 
Commission should not order the establishment of any 
rate upon the basis of combinations made upon two sep- 
arate classifications except where the rate is otherwise 
shown to be unreasonable. 

Section 4 of the Act to regulate commerce specifically 
provides— i 
that it shall be unlawful for any common carrier subject to the 
provisions of this act * * * to charge any greater compen- 
sation as a through route than the aggregate of the inter- 
mediate rates subject to the provisions of this act. 

The difficulty of complying with the law because of lack 
of uniformity in the three classifications cannot be ac- 
cepted as an excuse for existing violations. Further, it 
does not appear that defendants are correct in their as- 
sertions that the traffic affected is small and unimpor- 
tant and that a change would merely effect a compliance 
with the letter of the law without remedying any existing 
injustice. The testimony shows that a number of Mem- 
phis concerns have found it necessary to establish 
agencies at Vicksburg or New Orleans in order to ship 
goods to Louisiana points on the Vicksburg or New Or- 
leans combination. The advantage which jobbers or 
manufacturers located at points on the border of the 
classification territories would enjoy if their competitors 
were forced to pay through rates higher than the com- 
bination on the border line point is obvious. To illus- 
trate the extent to which the through rates exceeded the 
combinations on. Vicksburg or New Orleans complainant 
filed the following exhibit: 

STATEME S NG HE THROUGH PUBLISHED 
eA AND COMBINATIONS ON VICKSBURG FROM 


MEMPHIS TO POINTS ON THE VICKSBURG, SHREVE- 
PORT & PACIFIC RAILWAY IN LOUISIANA. 


. 


Electrical fixtures. Dry goods. 
. Vicksburg Vicksburg 
Through com- Through com- 
rate, bination, rate, bination, 
From Memphis to— cents. cents. cents. cents. 
Quebec, Bhas i) feived. sade seas 117 90 117 90 
Delhi, La, ide. s 6 aoe oh © nate 117 90 85 90 
Holly Ridge: Sie o....<sss seen 117 90 117 90 
Rayville, SE EE a ae 117 90 117 90 
Magenta, SE SPOR Ay OEE 117 95 117 95 
Monroe, Fee ice, to". oss eee 117 110 105 110 
Tremont, ‘Qiberg2s dees sca voate 117 110 105 110 
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NN BM no paiathins we ciirns 117 110 105 110 
pe See ane in 117 110 105 110 
SA EI, oy 0:0 0.0.5 6-owmeieiars 117 110 105 110 
ee ere ere ee re 117 110 105 110 
po ee © a ore 117 110 105 110 
Cotton piece goods 
any quantity Oilcloth. 
Vicksburg Vicksburg 
Through com- Through com- 
rate, bination, rate, bination, 
From Memphis to— cents cents. cents. cents. 
Quebec, La. ...... isa. wails 65 50 101 3 
NS dl aos he ag cue cuSidoe.s 50 52 101 73 
RTO CPG, TG. ooo so c'c wore 65 52 101 73 
ge a a eee! 65 52 101 : rf 
pS a a een 65 2 101 75 
Ua a ciel Stoners sini a's 5d 57 90 90 
I aio wb ore be 08 0b 65 57 101 £0 
RL E.G is Se tee ee oes 65 57 90 90 
oe Ne 5a ES Pe eee 65 57 101 90 
pO OSS, OS eee 65° 57 101 90 
Ce, ME” =, io 0c 6 vaca 65 57 101 90 
Shrevenert, TAs <1 ccctvecvews 55 57 90 90 
Basis for combinations: 
Memphis to Vicksburg— 
Electrical fixtures and dry goods:......... 50 cents. 
COGEOR BiIGCE QO0GR ..ckk Soke ccacsiece aa nonnes 27 cents. 
IN oak 455 2 ois oan Bate Weenaherk iasiees aaa 40 cents. 
Vicksburg to Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific points— 
Electrical fixtures and dry goods.....:.... First class. 
Oe Be oS eee AAP Peet Commodity rates. 
RI ao. bake Se 0:2. 4:6 oi hare a /hin bins ate wie brarennaiirs Second class. 


This table shows rates on only a few commodities and 
only to destinations on the Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pa- 
cific Railway. <A like comparison could be made of the 
through rates and the combination rates from Memphis 
to a large number of points throughout the state of Lou- 
isiana. In Class Rates Between Stations in Louisiana, 
33 I. C. C., 302 (The Traffic World, March 20, 1915, p. 600), 
a situation was presented identical to that here under 
consideration. Complainant in that case attacked the 
joint class and commodity rates from St. Louis and de- 
fined territories to Lafayette, La., as being higher than 
the aggregate of the intermediate rates applicable on 
interstate traffic via Baton Rouge, La. On pages 305 and 
306 the Commission held: 


To determine whether the fourth section is violated it is not 
necessary to pass on the disputed question whether any cr all 
classes under the Western Classification are assimilable to 
classes under the Southern Classification. In case it were shown 
that a through tariff carried on specified articles from St. Louis 
to Lafayette rates in excess of the sum of rates carried by 
tariffs from St. Louis to Baton Rouge and proportional rates 
applicable from Baton Rouge to Lafayette, a violation of the 
fourth section would be shown. The proof of such violation, 
however, would require demonstration that the specific article 
involved is governed by substantially the same tariff provisions 
under the through tariff as under the tariffs carrying the inter- 
mediate rates applicable thereto; and in the absence of such 
proof of identity in tariff description, ete., it cannot be affirmed 
with certainty that a violation of the fourth section has been 
shown. -This appears to be the situation in the instant case. 
We are afforded various comparisons of class with class under 
the two classifications with their respective rates. We are 
atorded numerous examples of commodity ratings under the 
through tariff and under the two tariffs applicable via Baton 
"Rouge between the same termini. But the record does not 
afford unmistakable evidence of the identity of tariff descrip- 
tions and accompanying classification requirements, which 
amount to a demonstration of the alleged violation of the fourth 
section; although the carriers appear to do at Vicksburg what 
they. say cannot be done in the instant case. 

Under these circumstances it will be incumbent upon the 
carriers in conformity with the above findings to compare their 
through rates upon various articles carried with the aggregate 
of the intermediate rates applicable, and to bring their through 
rates into conformity with the requirements of the statute, so 
that they shall not exceed the aggregate of the intermediate 
rates. 


The above case was closely followed by Memphis 
Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 33 I. C. C.,, 
472 (The Traffic World, April 27, 1915, p. 864), in which 
the Commission found joint through class rates for the 
transportation of various articles in less than carloads 
from Memphis, Tenn., to Kessler, Le Compte, Gross Tete 
and Ferdoche, La., to have been unreasonable to the 
extent that they exceeded the sums of the intermediate 
rates based on Port Allen or New Orleans, La., contem- 
poraneously in effect. 


In Through Rates from Buffalo-Pittsburgh Territory, 36 
I. C. C., 325 (The Traffic World, Nov. 27, 1915, p. 1093), 
the Commission held that carriers had not justified the 
continuance of rates on through shipments from Central 
Freight Association and Buffalo-Pittsburgh territories to 
points south of the Ohio and east of the Mississippi rivers 
which exceed the aggregates of the intermediate rates 
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and denied relief from the provisions of the fourth sec- 
tion. ; 

The cases cited above were all decided since the amend- 
ment of the fourth section in 1910 which delared unlawful 
the maintenance of through rates which exceed the ag- 
gregate of intermediate rates subject to the act. Prior 
to that time the Commission had repeatedly held that 
through rates exceeding the sum of the intermediates 
were prima facie unreasonable. 

In Monroe Progressive League vs. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. 
Co., 15 I. C. C., 534 (The Traffic World, March 20, 1909, 
p. 430), the Commission held that rates via the St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern from St. Louis to points in the 
Shreveport, La., group should be adjusted in such a man- 
ner that no rate would exceed the combination on Vicks- 
burg or New. Orlesns. 

These cases are all directly in point, and there can 
be no doubt that the situation disclosed in the present 
ease constitutes a violation of the act. The fourth sec- 
tion of the act is obviously violated whenever a combina- 
tion of rates governed by like rules and regulations is 
lower than the through rate. It may, however, also be 
violated in cases where the regulations or commodity 
descriptions in the two classifications vary. If a ship- 
ment is offered for transportation in such a manner as to 
comply with the requirements of both classifications, there 
can be no question as to the application of the inter- 
mediate rates, and the act is violated by a refusal to 
revise the through rate to the basis of the intermediate 
rates. The question before us is with regard to the 
remedy to be prescribed. The adoption of a uniform 
classification alone would furnish a complete remedy, but 
obviously that cannot be accomplished upon a moment’s 
notice. The publication of specific commodity rates to 
cover all possible combinations lower than through class 


rates is also a matter which cannot be accomplished at_ 


once, nor would it seem to be practicable. 

The violations of the fourth section herein complained 
of are covered by certain fourth section applications filed 
by carriers asking authority to continue through rates 
from defined territories to points in Louisiana which ex- 
ceed the sum of the intermediate rates. These applica- 
tions have been denied in Through Rates to Points in 
Louisiana and Texas, 38 I. C. C., 153, 160 (The Traffic 
World, March 11, 1916, p. 536), where the Commission 
found that— 


The publication of a multitude of commodity rates in order to 
avoid the mantenance of class rates which exceed the aggre- 
gates of the intermediate rates is not desirable. The difficul- 
ties of avoiding possible or occasional instances in which a 
joint through rate becomes higher than the aggregate of inter- 
mediate rates due to change in some factor of the intermediate 
rates without immediate knowledge thereof on part of the pub- 
lisher of the-joint through rates are appreciated. The existing 
rates should be purged of the instances in which the through 
rates exceed the aggregate of the intermediate rates; and when 
that has been done, if it shall be felt that some provision 
should be made against possible instances such as are above 


referred to, the Commission will be willing to consider applica- . 


tions in special instances for specific authority to include in a 
tariff a rule providing in substance that upon reasonable appli- 
cation therefor, and upon one day’s notice to the Commission 
and to the public, any through rate contained in the tariff 
which exceeds the aggregate of the intermediate rates subject 
to the act will be revised to the basis of the aggregate of the 
intermediate rates. 
° 
Comparison with Rates from New Orleans, La. 


Most of the testimony upon this point deals with 
rates to the Shreveport group. The present first class 
rates and the distances from Memphis and New Orleans 
to the Shreveport group are as follows: 








F'rrom Memphis. From New Orleans. 

Rate, Rate, 

To— Miles cents. Miles. cents. 
MS Vecnsceectsevies $21 117 305 60 
Perret & 239 117 292 60 
Betray te 336 117 183 60 
GGG an ar essere eveds 29834 117 25614 60 


While the shorter distance from New Orleans to the 
group would naturally demand a somewhat lower rate 
than from Memphis, it is evident that the present wide 
difference cannot be justified upon the ground of distance 
alone. The carriers seek to defend the wide disparity 
between the Memphis and New Orleans rates on the 
ground that the latter are water compelled. The testi- 
mony shows that the present class rates from New Or- 
leans to Shreveport, Alexandria and Monroe are the same 
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as those which were maintained by boat on the Red and 
Ouachita rivers at the time rail carriers first reached 
these points frem New Orleans, and which have ever 
since been maintained by the rail carriers. There is at 
present no active water competition from New Orleans to 
the Shreveport. group, and this was recognized by the 
Commission in Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. 
& S. Ry. Co., 28 I. C. C., 579, 583 (supra): 

There is no doubt that the rates from the lower Mississippi 
River crossings to the Shreveport group were originally iniu- 
enced by active water competition. ~The extent to which poten- 
tial water competition should be recognized at the present time 
is not clear from the record, but the great difference between 
the rates from lower Mississippi crossings to the Shreveport 
group and those to points intermediate seems to be unjusti- 
fiable. While carriers may properly meet water competition, 
the maintenance of a lower rate to one point than to other 
points which are intermediate cannot be justified on the ground 
that it is necessary to suppress water competition. 

In defendants’ behalf it is asserted that the withdrawal 
of the water competition on the Red, Black and Ouachita 
rivers was due to the failure in recent years of the cotton 
crop following the invasion of the boll weevil, and it is 
strongly maintained that with normal crop conditions 
water competition will be resumed. Extensive exhibits 
were offered and much testimony was produced to show 
the tonnage of river traffic in the past and the height 
of the water and condition of the rivers during recent 
years. 

However, defendants seem to have recognized that the 
potential water competition at points in the Shreveport 
group does not justify rates as far below the rates from 
New Orleans to intermediate points, or below rates for 
like distances to the Shreveport group from markets 
competitive with New Orleans, as those at present in 
effect. In a proceeding now pending before the Louisiana 
railroad commission, Louisiana Railroad Commission case, 
No. 2273, the carriers propose to increase the New Orleans 
rates to an 80-cent ‘scale. 

Rates to some of the points east of the Shreveport 
group are influenced by potential water competition on 
the Mississippi River. The competition of the Mississippi, 
however, is just as much to be reckoned with from Mem- 
phis as from New Orleans, and does not afford ground 
for a difference in rates for like distances from these 
points. Nevertheless, in some instances New Orleans is 
given lower rates to points near the Mississippi which 
are approximately the same distance from Memphis and 
New Orleans. This is especially evident on the line of 
the St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern from Halley, 
Ark., to Addis, La., as is shown from the distances and 
first class rates given in the following table: 


Distances. First-class rates. 


From From 

From New From New 

Memphis, Orleans, Memphis, Orleans, 

To— . miles. miles. cents. cents. 
Watermpeset, La. oi ccccccvcncs 284 215 76 52 
aT ee ee 253 246 60 52 
caine epenre 236 263 €0 52 
AM - 45 cule css ee ebwe 195 304 60 60 


Cos: NEE x « Gnd basa bine Souk "178 321 60 70 
PN Es a ation aicd smehewn 154 345 60 70 

The 60-cent scale from New Orleans is carried as far 
north as Milliken, La., a distance of 304 miles, to which 
point the class rates from Memphis for a distance of only 
195 miles are also on a 60-cent scale. No reason appears 
upon the record why the Memphis rates southward should 
be on a higher scale than the rates contemporaneously 
applied in the reverse direction for like distances from 
New Orleans. ; 

Commodity Rates. 


The record in this proceeding does not permit a de- 
termination with regard to the large number of commodity 
rates set forth in the complaint to the various destina- 
tions involved. Carriers will, however, be expected to 
revise their commodity rates in harmony with our de- 
termination in regard to class rates. The revised com- 
modity rates must not exceed the aggregate of interme- 
diate rates. 

Rates to Memphis on Cotton and Certain Other Com- 


modities Compared with Rates to New Orleans 
and St. Louis. 


Complainant filed an exhibit showing the rates on cot- 
ton and the distances to Memphis, New Orleans and &t. 
Louis from certain points in Louisiana on the St. Louis, 
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Iron Mountain & Southern, the Chicago, Rock Island & 
Pacific and the St. Louis Southwestern. The carriers 
sought to defend a lower basis of rates to New Orleans 
than to Memphis from some of the points named in the 
exhibit on the ground that the New Orleans rates are 
influenced by potential water competition on the Red, 
Black and Ouachita rivers, the same explanation that was 
given for the wide disparity in rate from Memphis and 
New Orleans to the Shreveport group. Complainant also 
filed an exhibit setting forth the rates on window glass 
and petroleum products from Shreveport, La., to Mem- 
phis, New Orleans and St. Louis. As to these rates no 
decision will for the present be rendered. 


With regard to rates on cotton, it should be stated, 
however, that from points east of the Shreveport group 
and especially from points near the Mississippi River, 
there would seem to be no reason for maintaining higher 
rates for like distances to Memphis than are contempo- 
raneously maintained in the reverse direction to New 
Orleans. This is obviously also true of points the rates 
from which are not influenced by water competition, and 
carriers will be expected: to revise their rates accord- 
ingly. The present rates from points in Louisiana to 
Memphis are from 5 cents to 18 cents below the rates 
from the same points to St. Louis. The distances to 
Memphis are, on the average, about 250 miles less than 
to St. Louis. For so great a difference in distance a 
differential of 5 cents would appear to be too small. 
Carriers will be expected to revise their rates on cotton 
to Memphis and St. Louis from the points of origin herein 
involved so as’ to effect a difference in harmony with 
that prescribed in class rates in the reverse direction. 


Rates to Specific Destinations and Groups. 


Considering all the facts of record, we find that the 
present class rates via the direct routes from Memphis 
to southern Arkansas and Louisiana destinations here in- 
volved are unjust and unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceed, for like distances, those shown in the fol- 
lowing table: 


Distances (in miles). s, f £& BR D E 

S 69 41 42 32 28 24”20 
89 53 65 42 32 26 
9 


102 60 62 48 42 36 30 
112 92 79 66 69 53 46 40 33 
a 
Carriers will be expected to graduate their rates for 
intermediate distances in harmony with the rates pre- 
scribed above. 


One exception, however, should be made to a strict 
compliance with the mileage scale. From all directions 
Monroe, Shreveport and Alexandria, La., have for a long 
time been grouped for rate-making purposes. This group 
the Commission declined to disturb in Monroe Progressive 
League vs. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 15 I. C. C., 534 
(supra), and the present record does not justify a dis- 
turbance of this relationship. Consequently in applying 
the mileage scale to points in the Shreveport group, the 
average distance of 298%, miles to Shreveport, Monroe 
and Alexandria should control rather than the distance 
to each individual point. Upon this basis the rates to 
the Shreveport group should not exceed the following: 
Classes Po 2 B-S SB Co ES 
Rates 105 89 74 63 53 55 42 37 32 36 

Points within the triangle of which Shreveport, Monroe 
and Alexandria are the apices and points on lines forming 
its sides should also be included in the Shreveport group 
and should take the same rates. The rates from New 
Orleans to points within the triange are in some instances 
lower and in other instances higher than the rates from 
Memphis herein prescribed. While these rates are not 
directly involved in this proceeding, it is suggested that 
carriers revise the New Orleans rates to more closely 
correspond to rates for like distances in the mileage scale 
prescribed herein. : 

We further find that to points 276 to 300 miles, in- 
clusive, from Memphis the class differentials Memphis 
under St. Louis should be on a 20-cent scale. To points 
more distant by direct. lines this scale should be: de- 
creased and-to points less distant increased 1 cent for 
each 15 miles. In fixing these differentials, the average 
distanee to Shreveport, Monroe and Alexandria should 
again control for all points within the triangle. 

We also find that wherever traffic moves and combina- 
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tions make lower than through rates the rates should be 
revised in the manner herein suggested. 

_ The rates established herein should not be exceeded at 
intermediate points. Defendants will be expected to ap- 
propriately grade their intermediate rates. 


Docket No. 7250. 


By complaint filed Sept. 4, 1914, the Shreveport Cham- 
ber of Commerce and the Chamber of Commerce of Alex- 
andria allege that class and commodity rates from Mem- 
phis, Tenn., St. Louis and Kansas City, Mo., points in 
defined territories, and from points in Atlantic seaboard 
territory, the Virginias and the Carolinas, to Shreveport 
and Alexandria, La., are unjust, unreasonable and unduly 
preferential in violation of sections 1, 3 and 4 of the Act 
to regulate commerce. Commercial organizations of Tex- 
arkana, Nashville, Marshall and Jefferson, Tex., and New 
Orleans, La., intervened, the latter on behalf of the car- 
riers. 

Defined territories embrace, roughly speaking, Western 
Trunk Line territory, Central Freight Association terri- 
tory, Mississippi Valley territory and southeastern terri- 
tory. These territories are divided into a series of groups 
of origin from which to points in the southwestern states, 
Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana and Texas rates are 
made by the application of stated differentials above or 
below the rates from St. Louis. The class differentials 
Memphis under St. Louis maintained in rates to Shreve- 
port, Alexandria and the entire Southwest are upon a 
10-cent scale. The present class rates to Shreveport and 
Alexandria from St. Louis and Memphis, respectively, 
are on a $1.27 and $1.17 scale. On April 1, 1914, certain 
increased rates were established from eastern seaboard 
territory to Shreveport and Alexandria via water-and-rail 
routes over the Gulf ports and from the Virginias and 
Carolinas all-rail. . 


The rates from Memphis involved in this case are also 
in issue in No. 6390. In that case we prescribe a $1.05 
scale of class rates from Memphis to the Shreveport 
group, including Shreveport and Alexandria. The class 
differentials St. Louis over Memphis are now, as stated, 
on a 10-cent scale. In No. 6390 we prescribe a 20-cent 
scale. The rates here involved which are not in issue 
in No. 6390 are the rates from Kansas City and points 
in the defined territories, Atlantic seaboard territory, the 
Virginias and the Carolinas. 


The principal violations alleged of the fourth section 
involve departures from that clause of the section which 
prohibits the charging of through rates that exceed the 
aggregates of intermediate rates subject to the act. The 
through rates here involved exceed in many cases the 
aggregates of intermediates to and from New Orleans and 
other lower Mississippi River crossings which take the 
same rates as New Orleans. There are few, if any, such 
violations from St. Louis. There are some on traffic 
moving under commodity rates from Kansas City. There 
the numerous violations from Memphis and the defined 
territories. In some cases the joint water-and-rail rates 
via Gulf ports from the Atlantic seaboard territory ex- 
ceed the aggregates of intermediate water-and-rail rates 
to New Orleans and other lower crossings, and to Morgan 
City and other interior Louisiana points, and rail rates 
beyond, filed with the Commission. On traffic from Mem- 
phis these violations of the fourth section are illustrated 
by the table on page 15 given in connection with our 
discussion of No. 6390. 


The tables given below show the class rates from Mem- 
phis, St. Louis and Kansas City, and points in the other 
territories in issue to the Shreveport group, the present 
differentials Memphis under St. Louis to the Shreveport 
group, and the rates from Memphis, St. Louis and Kansas 
City to New Orleans. 


TO SHREVEPORT GROUP. 


(Governed by Western Classification.) 


1 2 
From— Cts. Cia. 


117 101 
St. Louis and Kansas City...... 111 
Di*ferentials Memphis under St. 

Louis 10 
New Orleans* 50 
New Yorkt sa 111 
Virginia cities f 103 
Carolina territory 127 








1154 
A B Cc D E 
From— Cts Cts. Cm... Cte, Cte 
ES Rae ton FP 6 50 42 36 2 
St. Louis and Kansas City...... 69 55 47 41 34 
Diterentials Memphis under St. 
EE ih. ako wel y 4am y caiaiuaibes 5 5 5 5 
ee .. oS eesowbheece ee 25 20 17 16 15 
i i ehe Nd onnc eae eeeh «fas 72 59 50 47 39 


Virginia cities 
Carolina territory 
*Apply also from Vicksburg, Baton Rouge and other 
crossings. 
tWater and rail via New Orleans, Galveston, etc. 


TO NEW ORLEANS. 
(Governed by Southern ene.) 
1 3 


lower 


1 5 6 

From— Cte; Ce. -Cts. Cie Cis Cts. 

OR RP rere Perr rir 90 75 65 50 40 35 

PGR. CHEE . x db adhcaddcdacecee 115 95 77 60 47 42 

SI, 2 i ao a. a ote dua ie wre oma 65 50 45 35 30 25 

A B C D E H F 

Cts. Cta.. Cta..-Cis. Cée.. Cés. . Cte. 

OR ay rica mie 25 38 25 20 ae Fe ae 
EE IE” Sdcecdccncrs 32 45 <a te 35 67 

I Ooo osvicdccmccsaive 16 26 15 12 aa «a ale 

*Apply also to Vicksburg, Baton Rouge and other lower 

crossings. 


As a compliance with our findings and order establish- 
ing a relationship between the Texarkana and Shreveport 
rates on traffic from Memphis, St. Louis, Kansas City 
and defined territories in Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. 
St. L. I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 28 I. C. C., 221 (sic), the 
carriers in some cases brought about the readjustment by 
increasing the Shreveport rates instead of reducing the 
Texarkana rates. The class rate changes thus made be- 
came effective April 1, 1914, and the commodity rate 
changes April 1, 1915. These increased rates, the com- 
plainants assert, having been established since Jan. 1, 
1910, the defendants are required by the act to justify. 

Upon all the facts of record, and following and adopt- 
ing our findings in No. 6390 to the extent that they dis- 
pose of the issues involved in this case, we find that the 
class rates from Memphis to Shreveport and Alexandria 
are unreasonable to the extent that they exceed the rates 
named below. We further find that reasonable St. Louis 
differentials over Memphis would be those named below. 
The rates and differentials are stated in cents per 100 
pounds and are governed by the Western Classification. 


Sie 39> 2 eae eS ae 
Rates from Memphis .... 105 89 74 638 53 55 42 37 32 26 
Differentials St. Louis 

over Memphis ......... 20 $17 «14«6138~630 =O 8 a), ie: 

We find that the rates from Kansas City to Shreveport 
and Alexandria should not exceed the rates which we 
here prescribe from St. Louis. 

The rates from defined territories are attacked only 
with respect to the base rates from St. Louis to the 
destinations involved . The existing differentials in rates 
from defined territories over or below the St..Louis rates 
are not under attack. 

The complaint against the increased rates resulting 
from the readjustment under the Texarkana case is dis- 
posed of by our findings with respect to the rates from 
St. Louis. 

We find no justification in any of the instances cited 
for the departures from the clause of the fourth section 
which prohibits the charging of through rates that exceed 
the aggregates of intermediate rates subject to the act. 
These departures have been disapproved in Through 
Rates to Points in Louisiana and Texas, supra. 


We shall expect the defendants to revise their com- 
modity rates in harmony with our findings with respect 
to the class rates. As in No. 6390, the record in this 
case does not justify disturbing the Shreveport group. 

The water-and-rail rates from the Atlantic seabvard 
territory and the all-rail rates from the Virginia cities 
and the Carolinas, shown in the table, represent increases 
of 15 cents, 7 cents, 3 cents and 2 cents, respectively, 
on the first four classes, which were made effective April 
1, 1914. The complainants point out that these rates 
were established since Jan. 1, 1910, and that the burden 
to justify their reasonableness is with the carriers. It 
appears that the rates from the Virginia cities and the 
Carolinas bear a fixed relationship to the rates from 
Atlantic seaboard territory. The increased class rates 
from the latter territory are the same as the rates on the 
first four classes from St. Louis. The rates on the other 
classes are*lower from Atlantic seaboard territory than 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD 








Vol. XVII, No. 23 


from St. Louis. Although the increased class rates from 
Atlantic seaboard territory became effective on the same 
date as the readjustment of class rates from St. Louis 
following our decision in the Texarkana case become 
effective, there is no established relationship, the defend- 
ants state, between the two scales of rates. The water- 
and-rail rates from the Atlantic seaboard territory -to 
Fort Worth are on a $1.72 scale and the all-rail rates from 
—— to the Texas common points are on a $1.47 
scale. 

Upon all of the facts of record we conclude that the 
increased rates from these eastern territories on the first 
four classes have been justified. We further find that 
the rates on the other classes from these territories have 
not been shown to be unreasonable or otherwise unlawful. 

Our action in following the findings in No. 6390 with 
respect to the rates from Memphis and St. Louis and 
violations of the fourth section is not without adequate 
support in the record in No. 7250. In this case the parties 
present the same general character of testimony and 
exhibits regarding the difticulty of assimilating or match- 
ing the classes of the Southern and Western classifica- 
tions in constructing the combinations involved in the 
fourth section violations referred to, and regarding also 
the reasonablehess and propriety, separately considered, 
of the through rates and intermediate rates involved in 
those adjustments, that they present in No. 6390. In some 
instances the rate comparisons are the same in the two 
cases. 

The disposition of these cases has been delayed so as 
to permit their consideration in connection with a large 
number of other cases now pending which affect traffic 
in the same general territory as that herein involved. 
Since the issues presented are to a large extent inter- 
related and conclusions in some of the cases have a wide 
scope, the Commission even at this time is disinclined 
to issue specific orders until an opportunity has been 
had for further hearing and argument by any party feel- 
ing its interests prejudiced by the findings herein. These 
cases will therefore be held open and the orders be held 
in abeyance. Within 30 days from the service of this 
report interested parties may file exceptions to any part 
of our general findings relative to the scales of rates and 
differentials indicated, and may apply for further hearing 
or argument. 


MARSHALL AND JEFFERSON, TEXAS 


CASE NO. 7312 (39 I. C. C., 249-255) 
CITIES OF MARSHALL AND JEFFERSON, TEX., VS. 
TEXAS & PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 


PORTIONS OF FOURTH SECTION APPLICATIONS NOS. 
629 AND 677. 





Submitted April 12, 1915. Opinion No. 3630. 

On complaint that the present class and commodity rates to 
Marshall and Jefferson, Tex., from points east and north 
thereof, are unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory . in 
comparison with like rates to Texarkana, Ark.-Tex., and 
Shreveport, La., Held: 

1. Class Rates from Memphis to Marshall and Jefferson, Tex., 
Unreasonable.—The class rates from Memphis, Tenn., to 
Marshall and Jefferson are unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory in so far as they exceed rates based on the 
mileage scale prescribed in Memphis Freight Bureau vs. 
St. L. I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 39 I. C. C., 224. Class rates from 
St. Louis’ should not exceed the rates from Memphis by 
more than differentials therein named. The carriers will be 
expected to revise their commodity rates in harmony with 
the class rates and to accord to Marshall and Jefferson 
commodity rates as freely and to the same extent as to 
Texarkana and Shreveport. 

2. Aggregate of Intermediates Rule Must Be Followed on 
Traffic to and from Marshall and Jefferson, Through Rates 
Not to Exceed Shreveport Combination.—Rates from New 
Orleans and from Atlantic seaboard territory via Gulf aud 
rail to Marshall and Jefferson are unreasonable to the 
extent that they exceed the aggregates of the intermediate 
rates based on Shreveport. 

3. Fourth Section Relief Denied.—Defendants’ applications for 
authority to continue to charge lower rates to Texarkana 
and Shreveport on traffic passing through Marshall and 
Jefferson than is charged on like traffic to Marshall and 
Jefferson will be granted, provided rates to the intermedi- 
ate points do not exceed those herein prescribed. 

4, Reparation denied. 

E. P. Gaines for complainants. J. M. Souby for Kansas City 
Southern Ry. Co., Texarkana & Fort Smith Railway Co., and 
defendants generally. J. B. Payne for Texas & Pacific Ry. 
Co, and International & Great Northern Ry. Co. F. R. Dal- 
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zell for Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe R. R. Co. R. D. Coleman 
for St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. H. G. Herbel, F. G. 
Wright and C. C. P. Rausch for St. Louis, Iron Mountain & 
Southern Ry. Co. George Thompson for defendants. E. F. 
Hollies for Texarkana Freight Bureau, intervener. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 

Complainants are municipal corporations of the state 
of Texas. By complaint, filed Sept. 22, 1914, they alleged 
that the class and commodity rates from points without 
the state of Texas, particularly New Orleans, La., St. 
Louis, Mo., Memphis, Tenn., and points in Central Freight 
Association and seaboard territories, to Marshall and 
Jefferson, Tex., are unreasonable and unjustly discrimi- 
natory in comparison with rates on like traffic from the 
same points of origin to Texarkana, Ark.-Tex., and Shreve- 
port, La. Departures from the long-and-short-haul rule 
of the fourth section also are alleged. Reparation is 
asked. The gravamen of the complaint is discrimination. 
The Texarkana Freight Bureau intervened, asking that 
Texarkana be given rates no higher than the rates that 
might be established to Marshall and Jefferson. Such 
portions of Fourth Section Applications Nos. 629 and 677 
of F. A. Leland, agent, as seek authority to continue rates 
on classes and commodities from St. Louis and Memphis 
and points taking the same rates or rates made with 
relation thereto to Shreveport, and from New Orleans and 
points taking the same rates or rates made with relation 
thereto to Texarkana, which are lower than the rates 
contemporanenously applicable on like traffic to Marshall, 
Jefferson and other intermediate points were heard with 
the complaint. All rates herein are stated in cents per 
100 pounds. 

Marshall is a city of 13,000 inhabitants; Jefferson, a 
town of 2,500. Both points are on the main line of the 
Texas & Pacific Railway extending southwest from Tex- 
arkana, over which traffic originating at Texarkana and 


_ points north thereof is transported to Texas destinations 


and to the west. Jefferson is 51 miles from Texarkana; 
Marshall, 67 miles. The main line of the Texas & Pacific 
Railway from New Orleans extends westward through 
Marshall and connects there With the line from Texarkana. 
Shreveport is 72 miles from Texarkana over the Tex- 
arkana, Shreveport & Natchez division of the Texas & 
Pacific, which extends from Texarkana through Shreve- 
port to the main line from New Orleans at Lucas, La., 
a few miles south of Shreveport. The main line from 
New Orleans does not enter Shreveport. Marshall is 42 
miles west of Shreveport, and the service between Shreve- 
port and Marshall is performed partly over a short cut-off 
which connects Shreveport with the main line of the 
Texas & Pacific from New Orleans at Reisor, La., near 
Lucas. Traffic from New Orleans to Marshall, Jefferson 
or Texarkana may move through Shreveport and Reisor. 
By way of the main lines through Jefferson, Marshall 
and Reisor, Texarkana is 109 miles from Shreveport. 
It will be observed that the lines of the Texas & Pacific 
form a triangle, with Texarkana at the apex, Marshall 
at the southwest corner, and Shreveport practically at the 
southeast corner. Jefferson is served by the Missouri, 
Kansas & Texas Railway of Texas, in addition to the 
Texas & Pacific, and is 47 miles from Shreveport via 
that line. 

Both Marshall and Jefferson are on the extreme east- 
ern boundary of Texas common point territory and take 
the rates applicable thereto. Marshall is fairly repre- 
sentative of the rate situation involved, and for con- 
venience the rates to Marshall will be discussed. Shreve- 
port is in the Monroe-Shreveport-Alexandria group for 
rates from all directions. The rates from St. Louis to the 
southwest, which also determine the rates from defined 
territories, are fairly representative of the rates to the 
points involved through Texarkana. The rates from New 
York, N. Y., Gulf and rail, and from New Orleans are 
fairly representative of the rates to Marshall and Jef- 
ferson through Shreveport. 

The following table illustrates the present class rate 
adjustment from the points named to Marshall, in com- 
parison with class rates to Texarkana and Shreveport: 

1 2 3 4 5 A _ ¢ Py 3 
Miles Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. 


i St.ouis 

o— 
Texarkana 490127 111 96 82 65 69 55 47 41 34 
Marshall ..-557 147 125 104 96 75 79 70 58 46 39 
Shreveport. 562 127 111 96 82 65 69 55 47 41 34 
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From New York 
(Gulf and rail) 


to— 

Shreveport. ... 127. 111 96 82 69 72 59 50 47 39 
Marshall ... .. 172 145 120 109 84 91 80 67 55 49 
Texarkana ....139 121 106 . 90 75 78 64° 84 61. 4 
F'rom New Or- 

leans to— 


Shreveport. 325 60 50 40 30 22 25 20 17 #16 «15 
Deevenall ...949 137°.115.: 34. 87°. 68: 72% 24 oe 2. 3 
Texarkana. 377110 93 .73 56 44 49 40 35 32 23 


The present class rates from New Orleans to Marshall 
are materially higher than the aggregates of the inter- 
mediate class rates subject to the act, to and from Shreve- 
port, as shown below: 


1 2 3 4 5 A B. Cc 2D. B 
Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. 
New Orleans to 


perecemore ..... 60 FO “-- st 6 Be. 2t eS 
Shreveport to 
Marshall ....... 4. 2.8 AB. Md SE 9 7 


‘ae 84 72 60 .48 38 42 3 28 25..22 
Through rates....137 115 94 87 69 72 64 6562 40 83 


Difference ... 53 43 34 39 31 30 30 24 15 i 


The 60-cent rate between New Orleans and Shreveport, 
which was originally established by boat lines, has been 
maintained by the railroads practically without change 
since 1881. The carriers have filed an application with 
the railroad commission of Louisiana for authority to 
increase the New Orleans rates and to apply an 80-cent 
scale. The interstate rates would also be increased to 
the 80-cent scale, but the present joint rates from New 
Orleans to Marshall would still exceed the aggregate of 
intermediate rates. The excess on first class traffic would 
amount to 33 cents. 

Commodity rates from St. Louis generally are the same 
to Texarkana and Shreveport, and the rates to Jefferson 
and Marshall in some instances are made by combination 
of the rates to and from Texarkana. But some of the 
through commodity rates exceed this combination. Rep- 
resentative carload rates from*St. Louis and New Orleans 
to Texarkana, Marshall and Shreveport are as follows: 

From New 
From St. Louis to— Orleans to:— 
Texar- Mar- Shreve- Shreve- Mar- Texar- 


kana shall port port’ shall kana 


Commodities Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 


ee a eee ee 49 82 49 30 73 45 
COO Go Ske Ces Panis «ea cee 70% 59 20 52 32 
CUM, iivtcwiteanaeeioawbes 57 104 57 25 95 55 
Cotton-factory products...75 132 75 30 121 65 
ME ewig hha 8456000 3W as we 00 55 82 45 20 75 50 
PT ras tania ¢ chen de 39 58 39 17 44 30 
a Se ee 45 62 45 22 56 41 
LO aN Ese: | 49 35 By 32 25 
Le ee ere 69 79 70 25 72 61 
NN 5905 ao Senta goes cens 70 77% #470 30 68%, 63% 


The commodity-rates to Marshall and Jefferson from 
New Orleans and the Atlantic seaboard generally exceed 
the aggregates of the intermediate rates to and from 
Shreveport. The higher rates to Marshall and Jefferson 
are due in some instances to the publication of commodity 
rates to Texarkana and Shreveport and the maintenance 
of class rates only and of less liberal mixing privileges 
to Jefferson and Marshall. 


Complainants point out that defendants have failed to 
publish as many commodity rates to Marshall and Jef- 
ferson as they publish to Texarkana and Shreveport, and 
urge that jobbers in Marshall and Jefferson thereby are 
placed at an undue disadvantage in competing with job- 
bers in the more favored localities. They state that they 
are directly intermediate to Shreveport on traffic moving 
south through Texarkana and to Texarkana on traffic mov- 
ing north through Shreveport, and the record shows that 
a substantial portion of the traffic to Texarkana and 
Shreveport passes through Marshall and Jefferson. In 
December, 1914, 16,362 tons of freight moved between 
Shreveport and Texarkana, of which 6,482 tons, or ap- 
proximately 40 per cent, moved through Marshall and 
Jefferson. Defendants reply that the route through Mar- 
shall and Jefferson is used solely for convenience in op- 
eration and that they might amend their tariffs, if neces- 
sary, to restrict the application of their rates on the 
traffic involved to their Texarkana, Shreveport & Natchez 
division. Complainants compare their rates with the 
scale of rates prescribed in Iowa State Board of R. R. 
Commissioners vs. A. E. R. R. Co., 28 I. C. C., 193 (The 
Traffic World, Aug. 16, 1913, p. 371); ib., 563 (The Traffic 
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World, Jan. 3, 1914, p. 6), and request the same scale 
of rates, plus the arbitraries fixed for two-line hauls. 
The Iowa scale; however, was prescribed to meet a par- 
ticular situation, unlike that here presented, and cannot 
upon this record be prescribed for the traffic now before us. 

Defendants urge that the readjustment asked by com- 
plainants would affect disastrously a large portion of 
Texas common point territory, which, as at present de- 
fined, is about 500 miles square and which has been 
considered in numerous cases. Dallas Freight Bureau vs. 
Mo., Kan. & Tex. Ry. Co., 12 I. C. C., 427; Williams Co. vs. 
V., 8. & P. Ry. Co., 16 I. C. C., 482 (The Traffic World, July 
3, 1909, p. 1); Railroad Commission of Texas vs. A., T. & 
S. F. Ry. Co., 20 I. C. C., 463 (The Traffic World, April 1, 
1911, p. 537); Texas Common Point Case, 26 I. C. C., 528 
(The Traffic World, April 19, 1913, p. 862). In Kaufman 
Commercial Club vs. T. & N. O. R. R. Co., 31 I. C. C., 167 
(The Traffic World, July to December, 1914, p. 216), where 
it was argued that to grant relief to the complainant 
therein would disarrange long-established boundaries be- 
tween different groups, we said, at page 171: 

A just equality of opportunity for shipper and locality is 
required by the law. That discrimination had long existed 
without correction did not justify the discrimination, but fur- 
nished a reason why the law, which we are ‘‘required to exe- 
cute and enforce,” was passed. 


Defendants also argue that a change in the rates from 
Memphis, St. Louis and defined territories would disturb 
the entire territorial adjustment of rates. This argu- 
ment also fails to answer complainants’ demand for rates 
free from unlawful discrimination. A similar argument 
was made in East Tennessee, V. & G. Ry. Co. vs- Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, 99 Fed., 52, 63, which the 
court answered as follows: 

We are pressed with the argument that to reduce the rates 


to Chattanooga will upset the whole southern schedule of rates 
and create the greatest confusion; that for a decade Chatta- 


nooga has been grouped with towns to the south and west of° 


her, shown in the diagram, and that her rates have been the 
key to the southern situation. The length of time which an 
abuse has continued does not justify it. It was. because time 
had not corrected abuses of discrimination that the interstate 
commerce act was passed. 

Upon all the facts disclosed we find that the present 
rates from the territories and points of origin involved 
herein to Marshall and Jefferson are unreasonable and 
unduly prejudicial to complainants in favor of Texarkana 
and Shreveport. In Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L., 
I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 39 I. C. C., 224 (The Traffic World, 
June 3, 1916), we suggested reasonable maximum rates 
from Memphis to points in southern Arkansas and Louisi- 
ana and appropriate class differentials, St. Louis over 
Memphis. The rates from Memphis therein prescribed 
are as follows, rates for intermediate distances to be 
graduated in harmony with those stated: 


Distance (in miles) 
2 3 4 5 A BS... BB 


Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. Cts. 


BO picncshecrecncses Si 608 UST CU CCC ECCiKECECC”D 
MT, vcadesccseseces 105 89 $74 #6 S53 GS 42 3 32 26 
oo SLC 120 102 84 72 60 62 48 42 36 30 
BOO pb ceesce ccocees 132 112° 92 79 56 @ S53 4 4 3% 


To points 276 to 300 miles from Memphis we found 
that class differentials, St. Louis over Memphis, should 
be on a 20-cent scale, and to points farther from Memphis 
the differential scale should be decreased 1 cent for each 
15 miles. Texarkana is 290 miles from Memphis and 
Marshall is 67 miles farther. We are of the opinion and 
find that rates from Memphis to Marshall and Jefferson 
should not exceed rates based on this scale, and that 
rates from St. Louis to Marshall and Jefferson should not 
exceed the rates from Memphis by more than the dif- 
ferentials found reasonable in that proceeding. We fur- 
ther find that the rates to Marshall and Jefferson from 
New Orleans and from Atlantic seaboard territory via 
Gulf and rail are, and for the future will be, unreasonable 
to the extent that they exceed the aggregates of the 
intermediate rates based on Shreveport. The carriers 


will be expected to revise their commodity rates in har- 
mony with the class rates and to accord to Marshall and 
Jefferson commodity rates as freely and to the same ex- 
tent as to Shreveport and Texarkana. 

Rates from points in defined territories are assailed only 
in so far as they are based on the rates from St. Louis or 
Memphis. 


The reductions in the base rates here required 
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will affect correspondingly the rates from points in the 
territories in question. 

The fact that the Texas & Pacific operates a line be- 
tween Shreveport and Texarkana which does not touch 
Jefferson or Marshall, but which bears the greater part 
of the Traffic between Shreveport and Texarkana, and 
to which the rates may be restricted, is urged in support 
of the fourth section applications involved. 

The distance from Memphis to Shreveport via Tex- 
arkana and the Texas & Pacific Railway through Jefferson 
and Marshall is 399 miles. The short-line distance is 
321 miles. It is 434 miles from New Orleans to Texarkana 
via the Texas & Pacific Railway through Marshall and 
Jefferson. The short-line distance is 377 miles. In both 
cases the line of the Texas & Pacific is circuitous. The 
applications of this line for authority to continue lower 
rates to Shreveport from Memphis, St. Louis and points 
taking the same rates or rates made with relation thereto 
and to Texarkana from New Orleans and points taking 
the same rates or rates made with relation thereto than 
to intermediate points will be granted, provided that the 
rates to the intermediate points do not exceed the rates 
herein found reasonable. Rates from defined territories 
and other points east of the Mississippi River are. based 
on or,made with relation to the rates from Memphis and 
New Orleans. Similar relief will therefore be granted in 
respect to the rates from these points to Texarkana and 
Shreveport. The present record .is insufficient to deter- 
mine the question of reparation. 

In Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. 
Co., supra, orders were held in abeyance and the parties 
were given an opportunity for further hearing and argu- 
ment. That procedure will be followed in the instant 
case and interested parties may, within 30 days from the 
service of this report, file exception to any part of the 
Commission’s findings herein and apply for further hear- 
ing or argument. 


MEMPHIS RATES ADJUSTED 


CASE NO. 7304 (39 I. C. C., 256-286) 


CITY OF MEMPHIS ET AL. VS. CHICAGO, ROCK ISL- 
AND & PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 
Submitted May 8, 1915. Opinion No. 3631. 


Upon complaint by the Memphis Freight Bureau and certain 
merchants, manufacturers and shippers at Memphis that, 
among other things, the interstate class and commodity 
rates between Memphis and Arkansas and Missouri points 
are unreasonable and unduly prejudicial to Memphis in 
a of Arkansas points, St. Louis and East St. Louis; 

eld: 

1. Class and Commodity Rates Between Memphis and Arkan- 
sas Points Not Unreasonable As a Whole, But Arkansas 
Rates Unduly Prejudicial Against Memphis for Similar 
Hauls.—The class and commodity rates between Memphis 
and Arkansas points, except as herein noted, are reason- 
able as a whole; the maintenance of class and commod- 
ity rates between points in Arkansas lower by more than 
a reasonable bridge toll across the Mississippi River than 
the interstate class and commodity rates between Memphis 
and Arkansas points for similar distances results in a 
relationship unduly prejudicial to Memphis; the existing 
discrimination must cease. 


2. Class and Commodity Rates Memphis to Missouri Points 
Not Ufiduly Prejudicial in Comparison With Rates from 
St. Louis and East St. Louis.—The class and commodity 
rates between Memphis and Missouri points have not been 
shown to be unduly prejudical to Memphis when compared 
with the class and commodity rates between St. Louis 
and East St. Louis and Missouri points. 

3. Class and Commodity Rates Between St. Louis and East 
St. Louis and northeastern Arkansas Unduly Prejudicial 
Against Memphis. Sixty Days Allowed for Removal.—The 
class and commodity rates between Memphis and north- 
eastern Arkansas points are reasonable as a whole; the 
present class and commodity rates between St. Louis and 
East St. Louis and northeastern Arkansas points are un- 

’ duly prejudicial to Memphis. ' Defendant carriers given 60 
days within which to submit for our approval non-dis- 
criminatory rates. > 

4. Class and Commodity Rates Between Memphis and southern 
Arkansas Unduly Prejudicial Against Memphis to Extent 
Indicated.—The class and commodity rates between Mem- 
phis and southern Arkansas points, such as El Dorado, 
Crossett and Camden, are unduly prejudicial to Memphis 
except in so far as these rates are made upon differentials 
under the rates from St. Louis and East St. Louis to the 
same points in accordance with the di*erential scale pre- 
scribed in Memphis Freight Bureau vs, St. L., I. M. & S. 
Ry. Co., 39.1. C. C., 324 

5. Cotton Rates from Arkansas and Missouri Points to Mem- 
phis Unduly Prejudicial.—The rates on cotton from Ar- 
kansas and Missouri points to Memphis are unduly prej- 
udicial to Memphis in so far as they exceed rates made 
on a differential of 10 cents per 100 pounds under the rates 
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to St. Louis and East St. Louis contemporaneously in ef- 
fect. 

4. Concentration, Compression and Warehouse Privileges at 
St. Louis and East St. Louis Unduly Prejudicial Against 
Memphis.—The practices of the defendant carriers in 
granting certain concentration, compression and _ recon- 
signment privileges at Arkansas points, St. Louis and East 
St. Louis, while refusing such privileges at Memphis, are 
unduly prejudicial to Memphis, except as herein noted. 

7. Free Delivery of Cotton at St. Louis and East St. Louis 
Warehouse Unjustly Discriminatory Against Memphis.— 
The practices of the defendant carriers of making free de- 
livery of cotton to warehouses and compresses at Arkansas 
points and East St. Louis, while refusing to make such free 
rey at Memphis, are not unduly prejudicial to Mem- 
phis. 

5. Lower Rough Rice Rates from Arkansas to Memphis Pre- 
scribed.—The rates on rough rice from Arkansas stations 
to. Memphis are unreasonable and unduly prejudicial to 
Memphis in favor of Arkansas points; reasonable rates pre- 
scribed for the future. 

). Bridge Tolls at Memphis Not Unreasonable.—The bridge 
tolls of the Kansas City & Memphis Ry. & Bridge Co. 
between Memphis and Hopefield, Ark., have not been shown 
to be unreasonable. 

10. Complaint as to “‘Sundry Rules’? Dismissed. Case Held 
Open for Thirty Days for Filing of Exceptions.—Complaint 
that ‘‘sundry rules, regulations and exceptions to classi- 
fications, etc., in effect over the lines of the defendant 
carriers’ between stations in Arkansas and between sta- 
tions in Missouri are unduly prejudicial to Memphis in 
favor of the Arkansas and Missouri points, dismissed. 

Final order affirming the reasonableness of the present inter- 
state class and commodity rates, except as herein noted, 
and. requiring the discontinuance of the discrimination 
against interstate commerce, held in abeyance to permit 
within a period of 30 days from the service of this report 
applications for further hearing and argument by any 
interested party deeming itself prejudiced by the order 
forecast herein. 


T. K. Riddick, Charles M. Bryan and Leo Goodman for com- 
plainants. Thomas Bond, S. H. West, E. A. Haid, W. F. 
Dickinson, Wallace T. Hughes, Henry G. Herbel and Fred G. 
Wright for defendants. Joseph M. Hill, Henry L. Fitzhugh, 
John Brizzolara and M. W. Martin for Arkansas interveners. 
T. K. Riddick for Memphis interveners. 


DANIELS, Commissioner: 


The complaint in this proceeding, filed Sept. 17, 1914, 
was brought by the city of Memphis, Tenn., the Memphis 
Freight Bureau, and approximately 125 merchants, manu- 
facturers and jobbers located at Memphis, who are en- 
gaged ‘in shipping freight between Memphis and points in 
Arkansas and Missouri. The Memphis Merchants Ex- 
change, with some additional Memphis shippers, inter- 
vened on behalf of complainants. At the hearing a num- 
ber of shippers located at different points within the state 
of Arkansas, together with certain shippers’ associations 
and traffic bureaus, also intervened on their own behalf. 

Memphis is on the east bank of the Mississippi River. 
Freight moving between Memphis and Arkansas and Mis- 
souri points must cross that river. The Kansas City & 
Memphis Railway & Bridge Co., hereinafter called the 
bridge company, originally constructed and now owns the 
single bridge between Memphis and Hopefield, Ark. The 
stock of the bridge company, however, is owned entirely 
by the St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad, hereinafter 
called the Frisco. A plan is on foot for the construction 
of a second bridge across the Mississippi, to be owned 
jointly by the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railway 
Co.,, hereinafter called the Rock Island; the St. Louis, 
lron Mountain & Southern Railway Co., hereinafter called 
the Iron Mountain; and the St. Louis Southwestern Rail- 
way Co., hereinafter called the Cotton Belt. 

Of the four carriers defendant herein, the Cotton Belt 
does not reach Memphis directly, but between Fair Oaks, 
Ark., 60 miles west of Memphis, and Memphis it pays the 
Iron Mountain 3 cents per 100 pounds for hauling its 
Memphis traffic. The lines of the Rock Island and Iron 
Mountain end at the western terminus of the bridge, but 
these defendants operate their own equipment across the 
bridge into Memphis. The four carriers defendant herein 
together serve practically the entire state of Arkansas 
and southern Missouri. The Rock Island extends due west 
!rom Bridge Junction, Ark., through Little Rock to Howe, 
Okla., its junction with the Kansas City Southern. There 
is also a branch of the Rock Island extending from Little 
Rock into southern Louisiana. The Iron Mountain runs 
in a southwesterly direction from St. Louis, Mo., and 
Thebes, Ill., through Little Rock and the central part of 
\rkansas to Texarkana, Ark. Its system also reaches 
ihe territory adjacent to the west bank of the Missis- 
<ippi, while another line runs from Argenta, Ark., along 
ihe north bank of the Arkansas River through Van Buren, 
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Ark., north to Kansas City. Still another line~runs from 
Diaz, a point on the main line in northern Arkansas, 
through Yellville, Ark., and Carthage, Mo., to Pittsburg, 
Kan. The Cotton Belt extends southwesterly from East 
St. Louis, Ill., and Thebes, through the eastern and south- 
ern part of Arkansas to Texarkana, while the Frisco 
reaches northeastern Arkansas and southern Missouri by 
its line from Springfield, Mo., to Memphis and Cape 
Girardeau, Mo., respectively, and its line running north 
from Memphis on the west bank of the Mississippi to 
Chaffee, Mo. 

The complainants allege generally that the present 
freight rates of the defendant carriers— 
in nearly all the classes and upon nearly all the commodities 
between Memphis and various~-cities and towns in Arkansas 
and Missouri * * * are both unreasonably high in them- 
selves and are also unjustly discriminatory against the city 
of Memphis— 
in favor of Arkansas points, St. Louis and East St. Louis, 
in violation of sections 1 and 3 of the act. The specific 
grounds of complaint may be divided into, first, an attack 
upon the rate structure of the defendant carriers between 
Memphis and Arkansas and Missouri points, and, second, 
certain minor charges against particular rates and par- 
ticular practices in effect on defendants’ lines. 

1. It is alleged that the predecessor in title of the Rock 
Island contracted with the city of Memphis to give Mem- 
phis the same rate structure in and out of Arkansas as 
had Hopefield, Ark., a point just across the river; that 
this contract the Rock Island has failed to observe; and 
that in so far as the class and commodity rates between 
Memphis and Arkansas points are higher than those be- 
tween Hopefield, Ark., and Arkansas points, they are un- 
reasonable and unjustly discriminatory. Whatever the 
effect of this contract originally, it is no longer determi- 
native of the reasonableness of the present rate struc- 
ture. And, although the above allegation of the complaint 
merely puts in issue the rates between Memphis and 
Arkansas points when compared with the rates between 
Hopefield and Arkansas points, we consider that the 
entire rate adjustment of the Rock Island between Mem- 
phis and Arkansas points, both per se and as related to 
the Arkansas state rates, is sufficiently presented for 
our determination. The general allegations. of the peti- 
tion include the Rock Island adjustment, and at the hear- 
ing all parties considered that adjustment in issue to 
the same extent as the rate adjustmerts of the Cotton 
Belt, the Iron Mountain and the Frisco. 


It is alleged that “most of the class and commodity 
rates” of the Cotton Belt, the Iron Mountain and the 
Frisco between Memphis and Arkansas and Missouri 
points are unreasonably high and unduly prejudicial to 
Memphis in favor of Arkansas points, St. Louis and East 
St. Louis. Exhibits accompanying the complaint show 
that while the interstate class rates from Memphis are 
in the great majority of instances higher than the Arkan- 
sas and Missouri state rates for similar distances, there 
are certain occasional exceptions falling within classes 
2 through D, generally speaking, and within distances 
from about 100 to 200 miles; and that while practically 
all leSs-than-carload interstate rates are higher for simi- 
lar distances, there are particular carload rates from Mem- 
phis into Arkansas and Missouri, including certain rates 
on corn meal; canned goods; Iron, bar or band; iron, 
wire nails, and sugar and molasses, which are as low 
as, or lower than, the rates for equal distances prescribed 
in the intrastate scales. 


It is alleged that in general the class and commodity 
rates of the Iron Mountain, the Rock Island, the Frisco 
and the Cotton Belt from St. Louis and East St. Louis 
are materially lower to Missouri and Arkansas points 
than rates made by the same carriers from Memphis to 
Missouri and Arkansas points for corresponding distances. 
At the hearing complainants especially called our atten- 
tion to the interstate rates from. St. Louis and East St. 
Louis to southern Arkansas points, such as Camden, 
Crossett and El Dorado, when compared with the inter- 
state rates from Memphis to those points, alleging that 
the rates from St. Louis to those points should exceed 
the rates from Memphis by the same differential as the 
present rates from St. Louis and East St. Louis to such 
points as Little Rock and Pine Bluff exceed the present 
rates from Memphis to Little Rock and Pine Bluff. 

In so far, therefore, as the general rate structure under 
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attack is concerned, we are of opinion that the allegations 
in the complaint are sufficient to put in issue (1) the 
interstate class and commodity rates between Memphis 
and points in Arkansas on the lines of the defendant 
carriers, both in themselves and as related to the class 
and commodity rates intrastate in Arkansas; (2) the 
interstate class and commodity rates between Memphis 
and points in Missouri on the lines of the defendant car- 
riers, both in themselves and as related to the class 
and commodity rates between St. Louis and East St. 
Louis and Missouri points; (3) the interstate class and 
commodity rates between Memphis and northeastern 
Arkansas points both in themselves and as related to 
the interstate class and commodity rates between St. 
Louis and East St. Louis and the same Arkansas points, 
and (4) the interstate class and commodity rates between 
Memphis and southern Arkansas points, such as El Do- 
rado, Crossett and Camden, both in themselves and as 
related to the interstate class and commodity rates be- 
tween St. Louis and East St. Louis and the same southern 
Arkansas points. 

2. The complaint also contains certain specific charges 
against particular rates and particular practices in effect 
on defendants’ lines. It alleged that the rates on cotton 
of the Cotton Belt, the Iron Mountain and the Frisco 
from Arkansas and Missouri points to concentration 
points in Arkansas and to St. Louis and East St. Louis 
are unduly prejudicial to Memphis; that the Iron Moun- 
tain and the Cotton Belt unduly prefer Arkansas points 
by granting to shippers of cotton at such points certain 
concentration and reconsignment privileges which are 
denied at Memphis, and that the Iron Mountain, the Cot- 
ton Belt and the Frisco unduly prefer Arkansas points 
and East St. Louis by making free delivery of cotton 
to warehouses and compresses at those points, while 
refusing to make such free delivery at Memphis. 

It is further alleged that the rates on rough rice from 
Arkansas stations to Memphis are unreasonable and un- 
duly prejudicial to Memphis in favor of Arkansas points; 
that the present bridge tolls between Memphis and Arkan- 
sas are unreasonably high when compared with other 
bridge tolls, and that “sundry rules, regulations and ex- 
ceptions to classifications, etc., in effect over the lines 
of the defendant carriers” between stations in Arkansas 
and between stations in Missouri are unduly prejudicial 
to Memphis in favor of the Arkansas and Missouri points. 

Of the various issues involved in this case complain- 
ants have laid most stress upon the alleged discriminatory 
nature of the relationship between the interstate rates, 
both class and commodity, between Memphis and Arkan- 
sas points and the state rates within Arkansas. The 
interstate rates are also attacked as unreasonable per se, 
but complainants offered practically no evidence upon 
this issue, their entire effort being directed toward estab- 
lishing the fact that the present relationship of state and 
interstate rates is unduly prejudicial to Memphis and re- 
sults in an undue burden upon interstate commerce. 

The Arkansas interveners base their entire case upon 
the theory that the inbound rates to Memphis from points 
east and north, when added to the outbound rates from 
Memphis to Arkansas points, should not exceed the rates 
from the same points of origin to Arkansas jobbing points 
when added to the Arkansas state rates from those job- 
bing points to points of consumption. The interstate 
rates into Memphis, however, are not under attack, nor 
have interveners shown that the location of interior 
Arkansas points when compared with Memphis is such 
that the sum total of the in and out rates, respectively, 
should be the same. We have under consideration in 
this phasé of the case only the relation of the interstate 
rates between Memphis and Arkansas points with the 
rates within Arkansas. Railroad Commission of Louisiana 
vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co., 23 I. C. C., 31 (The Traffic World, 
March 30, 1912, p. 599), commonly known as the Shreve- 
port case. 


It is asserted by defendants and not challenged by 
complainants or interveners that the interstate rates in- 
volved have not been increased since 1910. On the con- 
trary, On many commodities they have been decreased, 
it is said, in an endeavor to protect interstate shippers. 
Defendants were not content, however, to rest on com- 
plainants’ failure to sustain the burden of proving the 
interstate rates unreasonable, but have introduced a large 
number of exhibits to show affirmatively the reasonable- 
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ness of their present interstate rates. These exhibits 
include comparisons of class and commodity rates from 
Memphis into Arkansas and Missouri for varying dis- 
tances with similar rates in or between other states in 
the same general territory. The comparisons include 
rates for comparable distances from Thebes and Cairo 
to destinations in Arkansas; from points in Missouri to 
points in Arkansas included in the same agency tariff 
which carries the rates herein under attack; between 
Arkansas points and Oklahoma points; between Louisiana 
points and Arkansas points; from Oklahoma points to 
Texas points; from Memphis to points on the Yazoo & 
Mississippi Valley Railroad and Illinois Central Railroad 
in Mississippi, and from St. Louis to Arkansas destina- 
tions. Several of the rate bases cited for comparative 
purposes have been approved by this Commission. A 
selection of certain of these rates has been made from 
the exhibits submitted by the defendants with the object 
of comparing the rates for different distances along the 
respective lines of defendant carriers, sufficient points 
being taken to give a representative selection. The 
tables are printed in the appendix. 

An examination of these tables, together with a careful 
study of the record and the voluminous exhibits intro- 
duced by the carriers, show conclusively that the present 
relationship between the state class and commodity rates 
within Arkansas and the class and commodity rates be- 
tween Memphis and Arkansas points is unduly prejudicial 
to Memphis and constitutes a burden on interstate com- 
merce, in that for equal distances the state rates are 
materially lower than the interstate rates. It is undis- 
puted that complainants at Memphis are actively com- 
peting with the shippers located at Arkansas points, and 
that in many instances the Memphis dealer has been 
driven from the Arkansas markets by the competition of 
the merchants and shippers of that state. The Memphis 
shippers being excluded from Arkansas on account of 
these state-made rates, Arkansas shippers and merchants 
are unduly preferred, while the Arkansas consumer is 
cut off from the competing Memphis market. 

The discrimination shown by a comparison of the class 
rates is true even to a greater degree of the commodity 
rates. While the exhibits show representative rates, 
there are many discrepancies between the interstate and 
the state rates which are far more prejudicial to the 
interstate shipper than the exhibits indicate. For ex- 
ample, Brinkley, Ark., is 69 miles from Memphis and 
64 miles from Little Rock. From Memphis to Brinkley 
the rate on mattresses is 42 cents per 100 pounds; from 
Little Rock the rate is 20 cents. The rate on sugar, rice, 
nails, wire, molasses and lard compound from Little Rock 
to Earle, Ark., 122 mile, is 17 cents; from Memphis to 
Beebe, Ark., 166 miles, it is 36 cents; the rate on salt 
from Little Rock to Earle is 36 cents per barrel, while 
from Memphis to Beebe it is 69 cents per barrel; the 
rate on evaporated fruits, potatoes and beans from Little 
Rock to Earle is 24 cents, and from Memphis to Beebe 
40 to 45 cents; the rate on corn meal from Little Rock 
to Earle is 22 cents, and from Memphis to Beebe 36 
cents; the rate on canned goods from Little Rock to 
Earle is 19 cents, and from Memphis to Beebe 36 cents; 
the rate on bagging and ties from Little Rock to Earle 
is 15 cents, and from Memphis to Beebe 36 cents. 

The history of the state rates in Arkansas shows that 
in April, 1900, the railroad commission of Arkansas pre- 
scribed a distance scale of rates between points within 
the state which were for the most part materially lower 
than those previously in effect. These rates, however, 
do not appear to have been any lower than certain special 
rates called “jobbers” and “billing” rates theretofore 
voluntarily maintained by the carriers in Arkansas. In 
1903 and 1904 other distance tariffs were prescribed by 
the Arkansas commission, the principal effect of which 
was to transfer from the classified list many commodi- 
ties which thereafter moved on commodity rates lower 
than the former class rates. In June, 1908, Standard 
Distance Tariff No. 3 was promulgated by the Arkansas 
commission. In July, 1908, the tariff was enjoined by the 
Circuit Court of the United States for the Eastern Dis- 
trict of Arkansas upon complaint by the carriers. Pend- 
ing an appeal to the Supreme Court and under permission 
from the District Court to increase their rates 33 1-3 per 
cent the carriers on June 1, 1909, made effective the 
so-called “court” tariff prescribing rates higher than those 
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authorized by Standard Distance Tariff No. 3 by from 
22 to 24 per cent. The Supreme Court in June, 1913, 
reversed the District Court and dissolved the injunction, 
but without prejudice. Allen vs. St. Louis Southwestern 
Ry. Co., 230 U. S., 553. Thereupon Standard Distance 
Tariff No. 3 again went into effect. That tariff was still 
effective when the present case was heard in December, 
1914, and February, 1915. 

After the Supreme Court’s decision in the Allen case, 
supra, the various carriers interested in the rates pre- 
seribed by the state commissions of Oklahoma, Arkansas 
and Missouri, among which are the defendants, formed 
a committee of statisticians and traffic officers to deter- 
mine a method of better presenting testimony to show the 
effects of the state-made rates upon their revenues. This 
committee, as a result of its labors, devised the so-called 
Oklahoma formula for allocating state and interstate ex- 
penses. In Boyle vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co., 222 Fed., 
539, this formula was substantially approved by the Dis- 
trict Court for the Eastern District of Arkansas, and as 
a result the court enjoined the application of Standard 
Distance Tariff No. 3 on the Frisco lines, that carrier 
being the sole petitioner. The court said: 

The court finds that the rates enjoined yield no profit on 
the intrastate business, but, on the contrary, show a loss. 

Following the Boyle case the Frisco increased its rates 
intrastate. Bills in equity have been filed by the other 
defendants herein asking the same relief as that granted 
the Frisco. The Boyle case is now before the Supreme 
Court of the United States on appeal. 

From the time the railroad commission of Arkansas 
first prescribed rates, rules and regulations for intrastate 
traffic defendants have protested and contested the rea- 
sonableness thereof. Standard Distance Tariff No. 3 has 
been continuously under attack by the defendant carriers, 
and even interveners admit that it required revision. This 
revision has been completed since the hearing, and is 
embodied in the so-called Standard Distance Tariff No. 5, 
which has been made a part of this record. From an 
examination of the new tariff it appears that the same 
general structure of rates is continued, but that certain 
rates for distances over 125 miles are reduced, although 
the Arkansas interveners admitted that the rates in 
Standard Distance Tariff No. 3 for such distances were 
“unduly low.” It thus appears that Standard Distance 
Tariff No. 5 will give the carriers operating in Arkansas 
no substantial relief. 

The present unduly low rates within Arkansas are due 
at least in part to the attempt by the railroad commis- 
sion of Arkansas to protect Arkansas shippers and build 
up Arkansas jobbing centers. Certain of its annual ‘re- 
ports are cited in the record as follows: 

From the 1902 report: 

At all points where the commission’s tariffs have come in 
competition with rates from interstate points they have had 
the effect of breaking down the interstate rates. 


From the 1904 report: 


The effect of the commission’s standard distance tariff has 
been to force a reduction of interstate rates to local points in 
Arkansas to about 60 or 70 per cent of the scale formerly in 
effect. 

From the 1905 report: 

We have examined the schedules of rates of other states 
ind find that the (Arkansas) rates are lower than in most 
states. 

An examination Of the present rates from Memphis and St. 
louis to points in our state as compared with rates in effect 
in 1909, when the commission’s tarif was put in, will show 
that the interstate rates have not only been reduced from 25 
to 40 per cent, but. that commodity grouping in the interstate 
tariff has been changed to correspond with that tariff, so that 
the commission has not only succeeded in eliminating the 
discrimination and reducing the freight on Arkansas local 
traffic, but has been instrumental in reducing the tax for 
freight on all Arkansas commerce, state and interstate. 

In view of all the facts of record we are of opinion and 
find that the-maintenance of class and commodity rates 
between points in Arkansas lower by more than a reason- 
able bridge toll across the Mississippi River than the in- 
terstate class-and commodity rates for similar distances 
between Memphis and Arkansas points contemporaneously 
in effect results in a relationship between state and inter- 
State rates which is unduly prejudicial to Memphis and 
constitutes a burden upon interstate commerce. This 
discrimination the carriers will be required to remove. 
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Houston East & West Texas R. R. Co. vs. U. S., 234 U. S., 
248. 

We are further of opinion and find that the present 
interstate class and commodity rates between Memphis 
and Arkansas points, with the few exceptions hereafter 
noted, are reasonable as a whole. 

An analysis of the tables in the appendix shows a gen- 
eral similarity in the level of the interstate class rates 
compared. We realize, however, that certain of the 
seales shown are distance scales, and that in some in- 
stances at least the rates actually in effect are less 
than the distance rates. The Arkansas state scale -is 
noticeably lower than the others. In a few sporadic cases 
the rates of the state scale are higher. The other scales 
run sometimes higher and sometimes lower than the class 
rates under attack. Often where a considerable spread 
exists between the first class rate in the scale under at- 
tack and the first class rate in the comparative scales, 
this spread decreases as the lower classes are reached 
and in many instances disappears entirely, or a negative 
spread appears. The greatest disparity exists between 
the first two classes of the Texas-Oklahoma scale and 
the first two classes in the scales herein assailed, the 
rate being materially lower for like distances in the 
Texas-Oklahoma scale than the rates here under con- 
sideration. This disparity, however, rapidly diminishes 
so that the third and fourth classes are substantially com- 
parable, while the lower classes are generally on a higher 
level in the Texas-Oklahoma scale than the rates between 
Memphis and Arkansas points. The spread between the 
first two classes in the two sets of rates under compari- 
son also lessens with the distance. On the whole, the 
rates between Memphis and Arkansas are no higher than 
the rates in this same general territory. 

It is argued that the rates west from Memphis and 
those from Memphis to Mississippi points are under dif- 
ferent classifications, and therefore not strictly compara- 
ble except as to the first class. This objection, however, 
is not fatal to the. value of the comparisons made, for 
the comparisons show in a general way the similarity 
of the class rates. : 


Defendants show that the cost of maintenance west of 
the Mississippi River is exceptionally high, for trans- 
portation conditions within Arkansas are less favorable 
and the cost of service greater than in any other state 
through which they run. For example, the cost of ma- 
terial and labor for maintenance of way on the Rock 
Island in Oklahoma for the fiscal year 1914 was $811.34. 
per mile of road, while in Arkansas its cost was $1,487.50 
per mile of road. The rainfall and consequent flood 
damage in Arkansas exceeds that in other states, while 
the flood conditions along the west bank of the Missis- 
sippi River each spring are costly to a degree. 

When we consider that on the hauls between Memphis 
and Arkansas points a bridge service is included which 
is computed by the defendants to be equivalent to 100 
to 200 miles of track, at a valuation of $60,000 to $30,000 
per mile, we consider that the rate comparisons intro- 
duced by the defendants amply support a finding that the 
class rates between Memphis and Arkansas points cov- 
ered by the complainants’ petition, except as otherwise 
noted herein, are just and reasonable in and of themselves. 

In Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. 
Co., 39 I. C. C., 224 (The Traffic World, June 3, 1916), we 
found that the class rates via the direct routes from 
Memphis to southern Arkansas and Louisiana destinations 
were unjust and unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceeded for like distances those shown in the following 
table: 


Miles 1 2 3 4 5 A B € D 1) 
SS eres 81 69 57 49 41 42 32 28 24 20 
a. he Ee 105 89 74 63 6&3 66 4 37 32 3 
Pek Pe acluas cue wale 120 102 84 72 60 62 48 42 36 30 


We are of opinion and find, therefore, that while the 
present class rates of the defendant carriers between 
Memphis and Arkansas points are reasonable as a whole, 
the class rates from Memphis to southern Arkansas points 
are unjust and unreasonable to the extent that they con- 
flict with the rate adjustment prescribed in the Memphis 
Freight Bureau case, supra. 

From a further analysis of the above tables and ex- 
hibits submitted by the Rock Island and the Friisco, we 
consider that the present commodity rates between Mem- 
phis and Arkansas points are also reasonable as a whole. 
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The Rock Island introduced an exhibit showing various southern and eastern Missouri on the Iron Mountain, the 


commodity rates from Memphis to Eden, Ark., a distance 
of 74.3 miles, and commodity rates on the same articles 
from Shreveport to Texarkana, a distance of 73 miles. 
The Rock Island’s commodity rates compare favorably 
with the rates from Texarkana to Shreveport and are, in 
most instances, less than those rates. The Rock Island 
also made a comparison of its rates on cottonseed from 
Arkansas points to Memphis with rates for similar dis- 
tances between points in Texas, between Arkansas and 
Oklahoma, between Arkansas and Louisiana, and between 
points in Louisiana. In practically all instances the Mem- 
phis rates are lower. The Rock Island introduced the 
following table as an exhibit. It compares commodity 
rates on certain articles from Memphis to Forrest City, 
Ark., with rates from Memphis to Como, Miss., on the 
Illinois Central, and to Forty-five, Tenn., on the Southern: 


4 
= 


Cents 
Nails, 
Cents 
Cents 
i, Bie 
~~ 


Goods, 


From Memphis to— 


Canned 
y alate 
and 
i Ae 
ie RZ 
Salt, 1.°¢ 
Cents 
Sugar and 
2 Molasses, 


ee 


to 
~ 


Forrest City, 44.8 miles..... 
Como, Miss., 44 miles....... 27.0 
Forty-five, Tenn., 45.5 miles.29.0 

The Frisco also introduced extensive exhibits, compar- 
ing various interstate commodity rates, including rates 
on bagging and ties; empty barrels, new; beer; canned 
goods; cement; coal and coke; grain and grain products; 
cottonseed; cottonseed meal and hulls; emigrants’ out- 
fits; excelsior; fertilizer; furniture; ice; iron and steel; 
hay and straw; lime; live stock; petroleum oil; mattresses 
and bed springs; packing-house products; pottery; salt; 
sugar and molasses; farm wagons, and wheelbarrows, 
with rates both state and interstate applicable in con- 
tiguous territory. These comparisons all go to show the 
reasonableness of the present interstate commodity rates 
between Memphis and Arkansas on the Frisco. Little 
evidence, however, was introduced by the Iron Mountain 
or the Cotton Belt to show the reasonableness of the com- 
modity rates between Memphis and Arkansas points on 
their lines. In Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L. S. W. 
Ry. Co., 20 I. C. C., 33 (The Traffic World, Jan. 14, 1911, 
p. 73); 22 I. C. C., 537 (The Traffic World, March 16, 1912, 
p. 490), however, we prescribed reasonable rates on 
cottonseed from points on the Cotton Belt in Arkansas 
and Missouri to Memphis. These rates are still in effect. 

It is asserted by defendants and not challenged by 
complainants or interveners that the commodity rates be- 
tween Memphis and Arkansas have not been increased 
since 1910. They must be considered reasonable there- 
fore until shown unreasonable. This burden of proof 
complainants have not sustained. On the contrary, two 
of the defendants, the Rock Island and the Frisco, have 
offered material evidence of the reasonableness of their 
present commodity rates between Memphis and Arkansas. 
Although particular rates are not sufficiently covered by 
the record to warrant specific findings in each and every 
particular case, we are of opinion and find that since 
practically no evidence has been introduced to show the 
present commodity rates between Memphis and Arkansas 
points unreasonable, and since two of the carriers oper- 
ating within that territory have affirmatively established 
the reasonableness of their commodity rates, the present 
adjustment in commodity rates between Memphis and 
Arkansas points over the lines of the four defendant car- 
riers competing as they do with each other, is reasonable 
as a whole. 

There may be specific instances where certain irregu- 
larities occur, and if such is the case and complainants 
consider that any particular interstate rate is unreason- 
able in itself or unduly discriminates against a certain 
point or a certain commodity, they may call it to our 
attention in this or in a further proceeding. The absence 
of evidence permitting the fixation of just and reasonable 
rates in all instances is due to the necessarily inadequate 
record and is remediable by proceedings of sufficient 
particularity. 

Complainants further allege that in general the class 
and commodity rates~ between Memphis and points in 
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Frisco and the Cotton Belt are unreasonable in them- 
selves and unduly discriminate against Memphis when 
compared with the class and commodity rates between 
St. Louis and East St. Louis and Missouri points. - De- 
fendants introduced exhibits, some of which are incor- 
porated in the tables in the appendix, which show that 
the present class and commodity rates between Memphis 
and Missouri points are reasonable as a whole. We are 
not convinced, however, that the class and commodity 
rates between St. Louis and East St. Louis and the Mis- 
souri points are unduly prejudicial to Memphis. The 
distances from Memphis and St. Louis, respectively, to 
points in southern Missouri do not differ greatly. For 


-instance, to Poplar Bluff, Mo., from Memphis it is 110 


miles, and from St. Louis 170 miles. The rates from St. 
Louis and East St. Louis to southern and southeastern 
Missouri are depressed by water competition on the Mis- 
sissippi River. In view of this situation we do not con- 
sider that complainants have shown an undue degree of 
discrimination against Memphis in the present St. Louis 
and East St. Louis rates to Missouri points, although they 
are admittedly lower for equal distances. 

Complainants further allege that the present interstate 
class and commodity rates between St. Louis and East 
St. Louis and northeastern Arkansas points are unduly 
prejudicial to Memphis when compared with the inter- 
state class and commodity rates between Memphis and 
the same Arkansas points. The comparisons which the 
defendant carriers submit bear out their contention that 
the class and commodity rates between Memphis and 
northeastern Arkansas points are reasonable as a whole. 
From an examination of the exhibits it is also apparent 
that Memphis shippers are prejudiced unduly by the rela- 
tionship between the St. Louis and East St. Louis rates 
and the Memphis rates. The mileage to points’in north- 
ern Arkansas from Memphis is much less than that from 
St. Louis and East St. Louis. For instance, the distance 
to Hoxie from Memphis is 50 miles, from St. Louis 230 
miles, to Knobel from Memphis 78 miles, from St. Louis 
202 miles. We are of opinion, therefore, and find, that 
the present interstate class and commodity rates between 
Memphis and northern Arkansas points, such as Black 
Rock, Knobel and Paragould, are reasonable as a whole. 
In view of the greater distances from St. Louis and East 
St. Louis to these. points we are of opinion that the St. 
Louis and East St. Louis rates are unduly prejudicial 
to Memphis. This discrimination the carriers will be re- 
quired to remove. The carriers will be expected to sub- 
mit within 60 days for our approval a revision of these 
rates in order to remove the discrimination here found. 

Complainants attack the present rates from St. Louis 
and East St. Louis to southern Arkansas points, such as 
El Dorado, Camden and Crossett, when compared with 
the rates from Memphis to these points. Complainants 
show that the present interstate rates from St. Louis and 
East St. Louis to such points as Little Rock and Pine 
Bluff are based upon certain differentials, beginning with 
30 cents first class, over the interstate rates from Mem- 
phis to those points. Complainants contend that in so 
far as the St. Louis and East St. Louis rates to southern 
Arkansas points, such as El Dorado, Camden and Crossett, 
are based upon differentials less than the St. Louis dif- 
ferential over Memphis to Little Rock and Pine Bluff, they 
are unduly prejudicial to Memphis. 

In Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. & S. R. R. 
Co., 39 I. GC. C., 224 (The Traffic World, June 3, 1916), we 
required the carriers to maintain on traffic from Memphis 
to points in southern Arkansas class rates which to points 
276 to 300 miles from Memphis do not exceed rates on a 
20-cent differential scale below the class rates contem- 
poraneously maintained from St. Louis to the same des- 
tination; to points more distant by a differential scale 
decreased 1 cent for each 15 miles, and to points less 
distant by a differential scale increased 1 cent for each 
15 miles. The application of this differential scale in 
this scale results in a differential, first class, of 21 cents 
to Crossett, a distance of 271 miles from Memphis, and 
a differential,-.first class, of 30 cents to Little Rock, a 
distance of 133 miles from Memphis. This relationship 
seems to be reasonable. 

We are of opinion that hereafter rates from Memphis 
to southern Arkansas points should be made upon dif- 
ferentials under the rates from St. Louis to the same 
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Arkansas points as prescribed in the above differential 
scale. The differentials on the other classes should be 


determined on the basis of the percentage which that 


class bears to the first class rate. In determining the 
commodity rates the differential should be the same per- 
centage of the differential in the rate on the class to 
which the commodity belongs as the percentage the com- 
modity rate is of the class rate. 

In addition to an attack upon the general rate struc- 
ture of the defendant carriers operating within this 
territory, the complaint contains certain minor charges 
against particular rates and particular practices in effect 
on the defendants’ lines. It is alleged that the rates 
of the Cotton Belt, the Iron Mountain and the Frisco 
on cotton from Arkansas and Missouri points to concentra- 
tion points in Arkansas and to St. Louis and East St. 
Louis are unduly prejudicial to Memphis. The present 
rates of the defendant carriers from points in Arkansas 
and Missouri to Memphis, St. Louis. and East St. Louis 
are shown in the following table: 


St. Louis- 

Main line stations. Memphis Kast St. Louis 
Memphis District: Miles Rate Miles Rate 
oo ee ere 56 30 290 35 
Netter, APE... ocivcccned< 60 30 286 35 
Joneguate, APRs oc. cwcbeoss 64 30 282 30 
BOM EES anc 8s0s seen che sk 72 30 274 35 
Can, Vy bsiews.2ccances enw 4 33 30 285 35 
gi ee ee ee rr 93 30 295 35 
isttes - Ce ey adsi be ackey 99 30 301 35 
Sedeqaee,.. BF. 60 ikisacvvinced 78 30 268 35 
HORDE ARee “dan dso bc Ot 86 30 260 35 
Black OGM, AIH: ...<00c00. 94 30 268 35 
Irie. PS oo tc hndee oh 103 30 277 35 
Wy Is ie os ese estivwak 116 30 290 35 
oa |. ar oe 126 30 300 35 

ickinger, ee 13 30 308 35 
Hy immoth Springs, Ark....142 30 316 35 
St. Ba sw cc tes ceses 152 30 326 35 
Chea, <tle 6 sass 000-45 waa 164 30 326 35 
West. Pantie, BiG... o 6 +<. s00 170 30 320 35 
x = Sears 181 35 309 40 
Willow Springs, Mo..:.... 191 35 299 40 


From this table it appears that the cotton rates to St. 
Louis and East St. Louis and to Memphis are extensively 
blanketed; that in most instances the rates to St. Louis 
and East St. Louis are 35 cents and the rates to Mem- 
phis 30 cents. This results in a differential of 5 cents, 
although the distances to St. Louis and East St. Louis 
average approximately twice the distance to Memphis. 
In In the Matter of Freight Rates, 11 I. C. C., 180, the 
cotton rates of the Cotton Belt from Arkansas points to 
Memphis and St. Louis were under consideration. Atten- 
tion was called to the lack of uniform differentials be- 
tween these rates. In the report we said: 

Without the showing of some controlling condition, it seems 
that there should be a uniform difference. 

The rates to St. Louis and East St. Louis were vol- 
untarily made, and from this and other pertinent facts of 
record we find that the present Memphis rates are unduly 
prejudicial to Memphis in so far as they exceed rates made 
on a differential of 10 cents per 100 pounds under the 
rates to St. Louis and East St. Louis contemporaneously 
in effect. Under the present rate adjustment to St.- Louis 
and East St. Louis this would result in the Memphis 
rates being in most instances 25 cents per 100 pounds. 

Complainants object to the fact that whereas uncom- 
pressed cotton may be shipped to certain Arkansas points, 
St. Louis and East ‘St. Louis, there concentrated, com- 
pressed and reconsigned at the remainder of the through 
rate from the point of origin to the point of destination, 
such a practice is not accorded at Memphis on Arkansas 
cotton. The Frisco, however, permits concentration, com- 
pression and reconsignment in transit, whether at Mem- 
phis or points in Arkansas, if the outbound movement is 
over its line. The other defendants also accord transit 
on cotton when they get part of the outbound haul. 
There are in effect, however, through rates on cotton 
via Memphis from Arkansas points to eastern destinations 


in Southern and Official classification territories. In fact, 


from southern Arkansas points to such eastern spinning 
points as Boston the route via Memphis is 100 miles less 
than that via St. Louis. We are of opinion and find, 
therefore, that the defendants’ present concentration, com- 
pression and reconsignment practices are unduly preju- 
dic'ial to Memphis in so far as defendants withhold the 
privilege of concentration, compression and _ reconsign- 
ment at Memphis on cotton moving from Arkansas points 
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to Memphis destined for points beyond in Southern and 
Official classification territories where through routes and 
joint rates are in effect via Memphis from points of origin 
to destinations in. those territories, while similar prac- 
tices are in effect at St. Louis and East St. Louis. Where, 
however, the movement into Memphis for concentration, 
compression and reconsignment would entail a back haul 
requiring the use of two cars inbound for one outbound, 
thus resulting in an uneconomical use of equipment, we 
consider that the carriers are justified in refusing to 
accord Memphis shippers such concentration, compression 
and reconsignment services on the through rate from 
point of origin to point of destination. 

The complainants allege that free delivery of cotton 
is made at Arkansas points and East St. Louis, but not 
at Memphis, and that this practice unduly prejudices 
Memphis. The defendant carriers’ tariffs provide for free 
delivery when made to compresses located on the de- 
fendants’ own rails, otherwise a delivery charge is made 
which the line-haul carrier adds to its rate. The carriers 
explain this apparent diversity in practice on the ground 
that the compresses at East St. Louis to which free de- 
livery is made are all located upon the St. Louis Terminal 
Railway, of which they are joint owners, while at Mem- 
phis the compresses are located upon independent lines. 
They argue, therefore, that delivery to compresses on 
the St. Louis Terminal Railway is delivery upon their 
own rails, the charge for which they may lawfully ab- 
sorb, but that at Memphis delivery is upon the lines of 
other carriers and the refusal to absorb’ those charges 
cannot amount to undue discrimination. 

We are of opinion that the carriers’ contention is sound 
and that the difference in practices at East St. Louis 
and Memphis does not constitute undue discrimination 
against Memphis. Manufacturers’ Ry. Co. vs. St. L., I. M. 
& S. Ry. Co., 28 I. C. C., 93 (The Traffic World, Aug. 9, 
1913, p. 301); 32 I. C. C., 101 (The Traffic World, July to 
December, 1914, p. 884). Furthermore, the delivery serv- 
ice accorded shippers of cotton at Arkansas points is 
under conditions substantially dissimilar to those existing 
at Memphis.. We do not consider that Memphis is un- 
duly prejudiced on account of these practices. 

Complainants particularly call to our attention the in- 
terstate rates on rough rice from Arkansas points to 
Memphis when compared with the state rates within Ar- 
kansas. The interstate rates from Arkansas points to 
Memphis are blanketed for distances ranging from 10 to 
125 miles, the blanket rate being, in all instances, 10 
cents per 100 pounds. For equal distances in Arkansas 
the rates range from 4 to 9 cents. The following table 
shows: (1) The interstate rough rice rates from various 
Arkansas stations to. Memphis; (2) the Arkansas state 
rate for like distances, and (3) the rates from Louisiana 
points to New Orleans for like distances prescribed by 


the railroad commission of Louisiana. 
tates from 


Present Arkansas Louisiana 

Arkansas Miles to Rates Intrastate Points to 
Stations Memphis to Memphis Rates New Orleans 

Deckerville ....... 28 10.0 4.0 5.25 
WettletOn. .....265 60 10.0 5.5 8.5 
JOMOEDOTO. 6.2065 64 10.0 6.0 8.75 
ee ee 72 : 10.0 6.5 10.25 
Seagewick « ...0<.. 78 10.0 6.5 10.25 
OS ere 86 10.0 7.0 10.25 
ee 91 10.0 7.5 10.25 
CAPM So itemes cee 97 10.0 7.5 ed 
pe ee 104 10.0 8.0 11.5 
eee 122 10.0 9.0 12. 0 


We are of opinion that the present Arkansas state rates 
on rough rice discriminate unduly against Memphis. We 
do not consider, however, that the present 10-cent blanket 
rate to Memphis is reasonable. The blanket adjustment 
which carries the same rate for distances ranging from 
10 to 120 miles cannot be sanctioned upon this record. 
Taking into consideration a reasonable bridge toll across 
the Mississippi River at Memphis, we find that reasonable 
commodity rates on rough rice from Arkansas points to 
Memphis should not exceed the following per 100 pounds: 


Cents 
BO i SS ON as orn dhddie cd saan ela ddeoeee as co- 
i a ee ert ae 6 
SO Se ee ae ee er ee eee ee 7 
Co Wee. Daa Ow er GO) TMI, oink snc 5 0:0. ce chews scee 8 
GO mallee. ana owet Gb mitlOR. onesie koh ee ceccads 9 
ee Oe ee ne eer 10 
SSD Steen BE: OPO = 00. TION: o i.0.6. 5-0.060.5 2 Fess bc oeews 11 


Complainants also allege that the present bridge tolls 
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between Memphis and Arkansas are unreasonable when 
compared with the tolls in effect over other bridges. The 
bridge company ‘does not directly serve the shippers, but 
it is under contract with the carriers which use the bridge 
to furnish them its facilities. The tolls are paid by the 
carriers and not the shippers. Thus, the reasonableness 
of the present tolls is material only in determining the 
measure of a reasonable rate on freight moving over 
the bridge. By exhibit it is shown that the tolls of the 
bridge company vary from 1 to 2 cents per 100 pounds, 
2 cents being charged on all but a few of the low rated 
commodities. The record shows that the bridge was 
constructed in 1893 at a cost of nearly $6,000,000; that 
its tolls have been approved by the Secretary of War; 
that it has earned an average of 8.8 per cent per annum 
on its investment; that if the bridge company had been 
deprived of the traffic of the other carriers resulting from 
the construction of.a second bridge, as it will when the 
second bridge is completed, its earnings for 1914 from 
the business of the Frisco alone would have been only 
3.92 per cent. Bridge investments involve special risks, 
and the owners of bridges may properly be entitled to 
higher returns than can be expected from less precarious 
investments. Railroad Comm. of Iowa vs. I. C. R. R. Co., 
20 I. C. C., 181. Complainants show that the tolls for the 
bridge across the Ohio River at Louisville are less than 
those here in effect, but no facts are given to show that 
similar conditions exist there to make the comparison of 
value. We are unable to find on this record that the 
present bridge tolls are excessive or that to add the 
amount thereof to an otherwise reasonable rate would 
make the resulting rate unreasonable. 

Complainants further allege that— 
sundry rules, regulations and exceptions to classifications, etc., 
in effect over the lines of defendant carriers between stations 
in Arkansas and between stations in Missouri are unjustly 
discriminatory against Memphis in favor of the Arkansas 
points. 

These rules, regulations and exceptions to classifications 
are not specifically set forth in the pleadings. To estab- 
lish the alleged undue discrimination the complainants at 
the hearing merely referred to the rules and regulations 
embodied in Standard Distance Tariff No. 3 of the Arkan- 
sas commission. We are of opinion that the allegations 
concerning such rules, regulations and exceptions to clas- 
sifications, with the exception of those more fullly referred 
to herein, are so general that the carriers could not be 
put upon notice sufficient to require them to defend, and 
hence they are not properly in issue. 

Since the main issues of this case are so extensive, 
involving as they do the entire rate adjustment of the 
defendant carriers, both state and interstate, between 
Memphis, St. Louis and East St. Louis and Arkansas and 
Missouri points, and since the new Standard Distance 
Tariff No. 5 applicable on intrastate traffic in Arkansas 
has only recently gone into effect, thus modifying to some 
extent at least the rates within Arkansas at the time 
of filing the petition herein, we will not fSsue a final 
order, except as to those particular rates and practices 
which were more specifically alleged and upon which 
specific and final findings have been made, until an op- 
portunity has been had for further hearing and argument 
by any party feeling its interests prejudiced by the find- 
ings herein. This case will therefore be held open and, 
with the exceptions above noted, the final order held in 
abeyance. Within 30 days from the service of this re- 
port any interested party may file exceptions to any part 
of our general findings with regard to the interstate class 
and commodity rates of the defendant carriers herein 
found just and reasonable. Whatever objections are made 
should be directed specifically against particular rates, 
either class or commodity, between particular points. 

An appropriate order will be entered at once covering 
the specific issues involved. 

(Pages 275 to 286 are taken up with an appendix of 
tables showing rate comparisons.) 
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THOMPSON, RITCHIE & CO., INCORPORATED, LT AL. 
VS. VICKSBURG, SHREVEPORT & PACIFIC 
RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 

FOURTH SECTION APPLICATIONS NOS. 628, 629, 632, 
635, 638, 641, 672, 677, 696 AND 1050 OF F. A. LELAND, 
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AGENT; NO. 601 OF THE VICKSBURG, SHREVE 
PORT & PACIFIC RAILWAY CO.; AND NO, 792 OF 
THE NEW ORLEANS, TEXAS & MEXICO RAILROAD 
Co. 

Submitted Dec. 11, 1914. Opinion No. 3632. 


Class and Commodity Rates to Ruston, La., Unlawful.— 
Class and commodity rates between St. Louis and Kansas 
City, Mo., Memphis, Tenn., defined territories, Atlantic 
seaboard territory via Gulf and Atlantic ports, New 0: 
leans, La., on interstate or foreign traffic, and points in 
the state of Texas, on the one hand, and Ruston, La., 0 
the other, found unlawful to the extent stated in the re- 
port. . 

Mileage Scale Involved in Other Cases Considered in Ap- 
Plication to Ruston.—Mileage class rates between Rusto), 
and certain points in Arkansas on the Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Ry., and mileage class rates applicabl: 
on interstate traffic between Ruston and other points in 
Louisiana on the Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific Ry. con 
sidered in connection with pending decision of other re- 
lated proceedings. 

Ruston Rates in Relation to Shreveport, Alexandria and 
Monroe Must Observe Fourth Section Rule.—Portions 0: 
fourth section applications of defendants which seek au 
thorization to maintain higher class and commodity rate: 
from and to Ruston than from and to Shreveport, Alex- 
andria and Monroe, La., denied. 


G. F. Thomas for complainants. G. T. Atkins, Jr., for 
Shreveport Chamber of Commerce, intervener. C. D. Drayton 
and R. Walton Moore for Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific Ry 
Co. F. G. Wright for Missouri Pacific Ry. Co. and St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern Ry. Co. R. S. Coleman for Si 
Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. J. E. Johanson for Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Ry. Co. C. Schonfelder for Texas & Pacific 
Ry. Co. and International & Great Northern Ry. Co. 
HALL, Commissioner: 

The complaint in Docket No. 6513 was filed by mer- 
chants and jobbers of Ruston, La., and by the town ot 
Ruston, a municipal corporation. It attacks practically all 
rates from and to the markets in which Ruston buys or 
sells goods. These rates are alleged to be unjust, un- 
reasonable and unduly prejudicial in so far as they exceed 
the rates between the same markets and Shreveport, Alex- 
andria and Monroe, La., competing points 65 miles west, 
91 miles south and 31 miles east of Ruston, respectively. 
The general basis of the complaint is that the adjustment 
of in and out rates does not give to Ruston the full ad- 
vantage of its location as eompared with these competing 
points. Violations of the long-and-short haul rule of the 
fourth section are alleged as to practically all of the rates 
attacked. It is also pointed out that other violations of 
that section exist, in that the rates between Ruston and 
northern and eastern markets are higher in some instances 
than the aggregates of the intermediate rates to and from 
Vicksburg, Miss. 

The complaint also attacks the mileage rates applicable 
on interstate traffic between Ruston and other points in 
Louisiana on the line of defendant Vicksburg, Shreveport 
& Pacific Railway Co., hereinafter termed the V., S. & P., 
and the interstate mileage rates between Ruston and points 
in Arkansas from Junction City to Little Rock, inclusive, 
on the line of defendant Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railway Co., hereinafter termed the Rock Island. 

The complaint further attacks the present rates between 
Ruston and points in Texas, and suggests that they be 
made by addition of certain differentials to the rates be- 
tween Shreveport and the same Texas points, but not to 
exceed the rates to and from Monroe or Vicksburg. At 
the hearing complainants were permitted to amend this 
part of their complaint so as to request the same rates 
between Ruston and points in Texas as apply between 
Shreveport and points in Texas for the same distances, 
with the addition of the two-line arbitraries now in effect 
within the state of Texas, the rates thus arrived at not to 
exceed the rates to or from Monroe. é 

The applications of defendants to continue such depart- 
ures from the long-and-short haul rule of the fourth sec- 
tion, as are involved were set for hearing in connection 
with this proceeding. 

Ruston is a town of approximately 3,500 population sit- 
uated in the northern central part of Louisiana at the 
junction of the V., S. & P. and the Rock Island. On the 
rates in effect at the time the complaint was filed its job- 
bing territory extended about 15 miles east and 15 miles 


_ west on the V., S. & P., and about 40 miles north and 40 


miles south on the Rock Island. In this territory, wholly 
within the state of Louisiana, Ruston comes into active 
competition with Shreveport, Alexandria, Monroe and 
Vicksburg. * 
The rates attacked may be conveniently divided as fo! 
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lows: (1) Rates from and to St. Louis and Kansas City, 
Mo., Memphis, Tenn., defined territories, and Atlantic sea- 
board territory, all rail, and ocean and rail via Atlantic 
ports; (2) rates from and to Atlantic seaboard territory 
ocean and rail via Gulf ports, and from and to New Or- 
leans on interstate and foreign traffic moving through that 
port; (3) rates from and to points in Texas; (4) rates 
from and to points on the Rock Island, Junction City to 
Little Rock, Ark., inclusive, and on interstate traffic from 
and to points in Louisiana on the V., S. & P. These rates 
will be considered in the order named. 


1. St. Louis, Kansas City, Memphis; Defined Territories; 
and Atlantic Seaboard Territory via Atlantic Ports. 


The chief complaint against the rates from and to St. 
Louis, Kansas City, Memphis, and the other defined terri- 
tories is that they exceed the rates from and to Shreve- 
port, Alexandria and Monroe. These three points are, and 
for many years have been, grouped together and known as 
the Shreveport group. They take the same rates from and 
to all northern and eastern markets. When the complaint 
was filed the rates then in effect were higher, generally 
speaking, between Ruston and eastern markets than be- 
tween Shreveport, farther west, and the .same markets; 
between Ruston and northern markets than between Alex- 
andria, farther south, and the same markets; and between 
Ruston and northern markets than between Monroe, via 
Ruston or Shreveport, and the same markets. Since the 
filing of the complaint the defendants have corrected the 
Ruston adjustment to some extent by putting into effect 
tariffs carrying rates on classes and many commodities 
from Memphis and certain other points to Ruston which 
are the same as to the Shreveport group. No reason ap- 
pears why this should not be done on all classes and com- 
modities from and to all northern and eastern territories. 
Ruston is directly intermediate between those territories 
and the Shreveport group points. No evidence was sub- 
mitted to justify continuance of the higher rates to and 
from Ruston; no showing is made that those rates are not 
just and reasonable or that the present rates to and from 
the Shreveport group are not just and reasonable. We 
therefore find and conclude that the class and commodity 
rates to and from St. Louis, Kansas City, Memphis and 
defined territories, on the one hand, and Ruston on the 
other, are and for the future will be unduly prejudicial to 
the extent that they exceed the rates via the same routes 
between the same points and territories and the farther 
distant points of Shreveport, Alexandria and Monroe. 

The rates between Ruston and Atlantic seaboard terri- 
tory all rail, and ocean and rail via Atlantic ports, are 
higher than the rates between the Shreveport group and 
the same territory via the same ports. The traffic handled 
to and from Shreveport via the V., S. & PB. passes through 
Ruston en route. That to and from Alexandria via the 
Rock Island also passes through Ruston en route. No jus- 
tification for these violations of the long-and-short haul 
rule of the fourth section was submitted by defendants. 
No reason appears why these rates also should not be cor- 
rected in like manner, We therefore find and conclude 
that the class and commodity rates between Atlantic sea- 
board territory, all rail, and ocean and rail via Atlantic 
ports, and Ruston, are and for the future will be unduly 
prejudicial to the extent that they exceed the rates between 
the same territory, via the same routes, and the Shreve- 
port group. 

It was shown at the hearing that the rates between 
northern and eastern markets and Ruston exceeded the ag- 
gregate of the intermediate rates to and from Vicksburg. 
In Through Rates to Points in Louisiana and Texas, 38 
I. C. C., 153 (The Traffic World, March 11, 1916, p. 536), 
we found that the applicants in that proceeding had not 
justified the continuance of through rates from interstate 
points to points in Louisiana higher than the aggregates 
of the intermediate rates. Our conclusions are the same 
in this proceeding as to all through rates from Ruston 
Which exceed the aggregates of the intermediate rates to 
and from Vicksburg. ' 


2. Atlantic Seaboard Territory via Gulf Ports. 


From Atlantic seaboard territory via Gulf ports and 
from New Orleans on interstate and foreign traffic the 
raics to Ruston are 10 cents per 100 pounds higher on the 
first four classes and 5 cents higher on the last six classes 
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of the Western Classification than to the Shreveport group. 
Ruston receives some commodities threugh New Orleans 
which have been brought to that port by ocean steamers 
from other domestic ports, or from foreign countries, and 
which move thence on the New Orleans-Ruston rate. As 
in the case of shipments from the defined territories, Rus- 
ton’s three competitors, Alexandria, Monroe and Shreve- 
port, are grouped together on traffic through the Gulf 
ports. 

‘The rates from Atlantic seaboard territory to Shreveport 
apply via New Orleans and Vicksburg, and to Monroe via 
Galveston and Shreveport. In both cases Ruston is an 
intermediate point via the V., S. & P. No justification for 
these violations of the long-and-short-haul rule of the 
fourth section was submitted in this record. 

The short-line routes and distances from New Orleans to 
Ruston, Shreveport and Monroe are as follows: 

Route 
. R. & N.; Alexandria; C., R. I. & P. 
T. & P.:.. Alexandria: C.,.RB: 1. &. P. 
— oe £. - 
eS 
. R. & N.; Alexandria; St. L., I. M. &S. 
. & M. V.; Vicksburg; V., S. & P. 

It will be noted that the short~route to all three points 
is via defendant Louisiana Railway & Navigation Co. This 
defendant was not represented at the hearing. The de- 
fendants represented made no attempt, by their own wit- 
nesses, to justify higher rates to Ruston than to Shreve- 
port and Monroe. The traffic manager of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Shreveport intervened for the purpose, as he 
stated, of ‘preventing any possible advance in rates to 
Shreveport as a result of this proceeding.” He testified 
that the rates from New Orleans to Shreveport were estab- 
lished to meet water competition on the Red River; that 
the river had not been navigable since 1905, except by one 
boat which made a trip in 1910; and that during the year 
1914 the business men of Shreveport had been conducting 
negotiations with a view to revival of navigation. In 
Texarkana Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. & S. Ry. Co., 
28 I. C. C., 569, at 577 (The Traffic World, Jan. 3, 1914, 
p. 9), it was said: 


The history of class rates from St. Louis and defined terri- 
tories to Shreveport during the last twenty-five years indicates 
that these rates no longer reflect water competition * * * 
followed by a table showing that the first-class rate from 
St. Louis to Shreveport was $1.10 per 100 pounds in 1899, 
$1.17 in 1904, $1.25 since 1909; and again at 578: 


with the disappearance of active water competition to Shreve- 
port the rates have been gradually increased. 


Again, at 583: 


There is no doubt that the rates from the lower Mississippi 
crossings to the Shreveport group were originally influenced 
by active water competition. The extent to which potential 
water competition should be recognized at the present time is 
not clear from the record, but the great difference between 
the rates from lower Mississippi crossings to the Shreveport 
group and those to points intermediate seems to be unjustifiable. 
While carriers may properly meet water competition, the 
maintenance of a lower rate to one point than to other points 
which are intermediate cannot be justified on the ground that 
it is necessary to suppress water competition. 

See, also, Rates between Shreveport and Texarkana, 32 
I. C. C., 180, at 182 (The Traffic World, July to December, 


1914, p. 962). 


In April, 1914, the defendants increased the ocean-and- 
rail rates from Atlantic seaboard territory via Gulf ports 
to Shreveport, and there is now on the docket of the Rail- 
road Commission of Louisiana an application of the rail- 
roads operating between New Orleans and Shreveport to 
increase the rates between those points. Case No. 2273 of 
Railroad Commission of Louisiana. No attempt was made 
to rebut the testimony of complainants’ witnesses that the 
Ouachita River, on which Monroe is situated, has not been 
navigated for many years. Active water competition no 
longer exists, and “the extent to which potential water 
competition should be recognized at the present time is 
not clear from the record.” The Commission must act 
upon the facts as it finds them. 


The short-line distance from New Orleans to Ruston is 
31 miles less than to Shreveport and 6 miles less than to 
Monroe. The short route to Ruston is over two lines, but 
whatever significance may be attached to that fact would 
seem to be offset by the difference in distance when com- 
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parison is made with Shreveport, The short route to Mon- 
roe is also over two lines. 

Considering all the facts and circumstances of record, 
it is the finding and conclusion of the Commission that the 
present rates between Atlantic seaboard territory by ocean 
and rail via Gulf ports, and Ruston, and between New 
Orleans and Ruston on interstate and foreign traffic, are 
and for the future will be unduly prejudicial to Ruston to 
the extent that they exceed the rates contemporaneously 
in effect over the same routes to and from Shreveport and 
Monroe, 

3. Texas Points. 


Generally speaking, the class rates from New Orleans to 
Texas points apply from all other points in Louisiana ex- 
cept Shreveport and a few points in its immediate vicinity. 
The northeastern part of Texas is the only section of the 
state in which Ruston appears to be interested. The short- 
line distance to Marshall, a typical point in that section, 
is 349 miles from New Orleans, as against 108 miles from 
Ruston. The through class rates from New Orleans and 
Ruston to Marshall, which apply through Shreveport, are 
on a basis of $1.37 first class, and are considerably greater 
than the aggregate of the intermediate rates subject to the 
act to and from Shreveport. The first-class rates from 
New Orleans and Ruston to Shreveport are 60 and 53 
cents, respectively, and the first-class rate from Shreve- 
port to Marshall is 24 cents, making combination rates of 
84 and 77 cents, respectively. The rate from Ruston to 
Shreveport is based on the mileage schedule of the V., S. 
& P. under attack in this proceeding, and the rate from 
Shreveport to Marshall was prescribed by this Commission 
in Railroad Commission of La. vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co., 23 
I. C. C., 31, 46 (The Traffic World, March 30, 1912, p. 599). 
There does not appear to be any regular basis for the com- 
modity rates, the rates on-some commodities, salt in par- 
ticular, being higher from Texas points to Ruston than to 
Monroe, and the rates to Monroe in turn being higher than 
to Vicksburg. No justification for these violations of the 
fourth section was submitted by defendants; in fact, a 
representative of the V., S. & P. offered to correct this ad- 
justment in so far as salt is concerned. As was said in 
Chamber of Commerce, Houston, Tex., vs, I. & G. N. Ry. 

o., 32 I. C. C., 247, at 248 (The Traffic World, Dec. 19, 
1914, p. 1121): 


* * * the whole system of rates between Texas and 
Louisiana points is admittedly imperfect and unsatisfactory. 
Many of the commodity rates are higher than the correspond- 
ing class rates; some of the rates on traffic moving from east 
to west are considerably lower than the rates applicable to 
traffic moving in the opposite direction: and there are a num- 
ber of errors in the tariffs, caused either by the carriers or 
their agent, or by the printer. 

It is manifest that the present rates between Ruston and 
Texas points cannot stand. In lieu thereof complainants 
ask that the scale of rates in effect between Shreveport 
and Texas points be applied, on a distance basis, between 
Ruston and Texas points. The rates between Shreveport 
and certain Texas points on the Texas & Pacific and Hous- 
ton, East & West Texas railways were prescribed by this 
Commission in Railroad Commission of La. vs. St. L. S. W. 
Ry. Co,, supra. After the decision in that case was affirmed 
by the Supreme Court of the United States the same basis 
of rates was prescribed to and from points on certain 
other lines in Texas. Railroad Commission of Louisiana 
vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co., 34 I. C. C., 472 (The Traffic World, 
July 24, 1915, p. 164). Subsequently the tariffs purporting 
to be in. compliance with the supplemental order in that 
case were suspended for reasons which need not be stated 
here, and the resulting proceeding with others, including 
one brought by the complainants in the above cases against 
all lines in Texas, are now pending. This situation with 
respect to rates between Shreveport and Texas points, 
while rendering it inadvisable at this time to prescribe 
specific rates between Ruston and Texas points, presents no 
reasons why a proper relation of rates as between the two 
points should not be established. 


The V., S. & P., which is the connecting link between 
Ruston and Texas, is not a party to any rates between 
Shreveport and Texas points. The record contains an 
exhibit showing the density of traffic and earnings per 
mile of road on this line and typical Texas lines for the 
year ended Jan. 30, 1912. In the table following the figures 
for the years ended June 30, 1914 and 1915, taken from 
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the annual reports of the carriers to the Commission, ar: 
shown. Some of the Texas lines shown in this table 
operate mileage outside of the state of Texas, but, with th: 
exception of the Missouri, Kansas & Texas lines, substan 
tially all of their mileage is in Texas. 
V.,.S. & P. lie wholly within the state of Louisiana. 


YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1914. 


al b Ory, 
= we a "3 <q- 
wes ° 8 ce 88 
° = 2 
aus “Se gee 85% 
Name of Road. Ae ve, BQ WE 
KS Syf nS £5 
3 S08 875 é: 
.-- . ooF ie 
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: —- ® 
ee Shreveport & Pacific 
Raa; hg 60's sSa'e Maeninanabretian « 516,984 126,995 262.80 $2,352.35: 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Ry. 
an DK Retna ere nls ah Sa eee 618,294 82,034 824.49 1,831.37 
Seaeeaton & Texas Central R. R. 

i NE Re, TRIES ey i 465,199 95,642 259.42 1,225.65 
Missouri, Kansas & Texas lines..483,838 105,635 268.01 2,300.5: 
Texas & Pacific Ry: Co...«...2+. 696,123 100,998 249.39 2,342.44 
St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. . 

PRS TS Pee ee: 255,450 57,844 159.94 *91.95 
=e OS OR 360,460 62,958 283.60 649.85 
ee Ne a A: ee ee 196,124 67,991 185.29 1,067.51 


YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1915. 
Vicksburg, Shreveport & Pacific a 


SS SN, arate a ciate}: Sita cede’ 446,422 94,966 273.42 788.11 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Ry. Co.775,033 66,667 376.84 2,483.18 
Houston & Texas Central R. R. 

es a uci een ceive chemin. Fane, mete. apeee.95 
Missouri, Kansas & Texas lines.585,703 _ 92,788 310.15 2,569.47 
‘Texas & Pacific Ry. Co.. ... - 108,833 85,899 265.62 2,149.91 
St. L. 8. W. Ry. Co. of Tex... .233,403 41,880 170.91 *102.4 
St. 1... B Boe TD... RY-. 6c cccc ORRSIO «47 TS1 “SE8.08 66.6 
St. Aa ; ee eS |. oe > er 170,028 53,155 188.15 1,099.05 

*Deficit. 


From this table it appears that the traffic density and 
earning capacity of the V., S. & P. compare favorably witi 
the traffic density and earning capacity of the lines whose 
mileage is almost wholly in Texas. 

In opposition to applying the same scale of rates be- 
tween Ruston and Texas points as apply between Shreve- 
port and Texas points, the V., S. & P. contends that the 
rates from New Orleans and other Louisiana points to 
Texas are made with reference to those from St. Louis, 
and that any reductions in the rates from Louisiana points 
would entail similar reductions from St. Louis. It is said 
that there is a differential relation in the rates from St. 
Louis and New Orleans to Texas points, the through rates 
from St. Louis being on a basis of $1.47 first class, and 
those from New Orleans on a basis of $1.37 first class. 
But the rates from New Orleans and other Louisiana points 
to a large portion of Texas are greater than the combina- 
tion of intermediate rates to and from Shreveport, and if 
the adjustment from those Louisiana points were as sensi- 
tive as this defendant claims the disastrous results would 
already have been realized. It may also be observed that 
the rates from New Orleans, as to which the claim of rate 
relation with St. Louis is particularly made, are not in 
issue in this case. 

Considering all the circumstances and conditions, it is 
the finding. and conclusion of the Commission that the 
present rates between Ruston and Texas points are, and 
for the future will be, unduly prejudicial to the extent that 
they exceed, on a distance basis, the rates contemporane- 
ously in effect between Shreveport and Texas points. 

The last rates to be considered are the mileage rates 
between Ruston and points on the Rock Island in Arkansas 
from Junction City to Little Rock, inclusive, and the mile- 
age rates applicable on interstate traffic between Ruston and 
points in Louisiana on the V., S. & P. In lieu of the 
present mileage rates between Ruston and these Arkansas 
points complainants ask for the Oklahoma-Texas scale of 
mileage rates prescribed in Corporation Commission of 
Oklahoma vs, A. & S. Ry., 26 I. C. C., 520 (The Traffic 
World, April 19, 1913, p. 860). 

The V., S. & P. extends from Vicksburg to Shreveport, 
and all its stations, except Vicksburg, are in Louisiana. 
At the hearing complainants expressly waived any com- 
plaint against the rates to and from Vicksburg. The issue 
here is therefore confined ta the mileage rates of this de- 
fendant as separately established rates applied to through 
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traffie between Ruston and points in Arkansas on lines 
having connections with it in Louisiana, such as the St. 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern, reached from Ruston 
via Monroe, and the Louisiana & North West Railroad, 
reached from Ruston via Gibbsland. On this traffic, for 
that part of the haul between Ruston and the junction 
points of the V., S. & P. and connecting lines, complainants 
ask for the same mileage rates as to and from the Arkan- 
sas points on’ the Rock Island. 

It igs not deemed necessary to detail the evidence for 
and against application of the Oklahoma-Texas scale on 
the traffic here under consideration. The reasonableness 
and adjustment of rates to points in this Louisiana-Arkan- 
sas territory are the subject of two proceedings now pend- 
ing before the Commission, in which the evidence of 
operating conditions, competitive conditions, and other 
factors generally considered in rate-making, is much more 
complete. City of Memphis vs. C., R. I. & P. Ry. Co., Docket 
No. 7304; Memphis Freight Bureau vs. St. L., I. M. & S. 
Ry. Co., Docket No. 6390. For these reasons no conclusions 
regarding the complaint against the mileage rates of the 
Rock Island and the V., S. & P. will be announced in this 
proceeding, but defendants will be expected to readjust 
these rates in harmony with the decisions in those cases. 

Our conclusions dispose of those portions of the fourth 
section applications of defendants which were heard in 
connection with the complaint. In so far as those applica- 
tions seek authorization to maintain higher class and com- 
modity rates from and to Ruston than from and to the 
Shreveport group points, they are denied. 

Appropriate orders will be entered. 

(The fourth section order is No. 5843.) 


SHREVEPORT TO ARKANSAS AND 
TEXAS 





CASE NO. 7329 (39 I. C. C. 296-302) 


SHREVEPORT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE VS. KAN- 
SAS CITY SOUTHERN RAILWAY ET AL. 
Fourth Section Application No. 461. 

Submitted April 2, 1915. Opinion No. 3633. 


Upon complaint alleging that class rates applicable on traffic 
from Shreveport, La., to certain stations in Arkansas and 
Oklahoma on the lines of the St. Louis & San Francisco 
Railroad and the Texas, Oklahoma .& Eastern Railroad are 
unreasonable and unduly prejudicial, Held: 


|. Reasonableness Per Se of Rates from Shreveport to Ar- 
kansas Points Not Passed Upon.—In view of pending de- 
cisions involving the readjustment of class rates in this 
southwestern territory, the reasonableness per se of the 
rates assailed will not be passed upon in this proceeding. 

2. Rates Held to Be Unduly Prejudicial to Shreveport in 
Comparison with Rates from Texas Points to Same Arkan- 
sas Points.—The present rates between Shreveport and 
the stations in Arkansas and Oklahoma named in the com- 
plaint are unduly prejudicial to Shreveport as compared 
with the class rates applying between said stations and 
Texas jobbing points. Defendants required to remove the 
discrimination. 


E. C. Cottingham and Geo, T. Atkins, Jr., for complainant. 
Thomas Bond and W. M. Powers for St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco R. R. Co. and its receivers and St. Louis, San Fran- 
cisco & Texas Ry. Co. and its receivers. F. M. Williams for 
Texas & Pacific Ry. Co. 


HALL, Commissioner: 


The complainant is a voluntary organization of manu- 
facturers, jobbers, wholesale merchants and others en- 
vaged in business at Shreveport, La. The complaint, filed 
Sept. 24, 1914, attacks joint class rates from Shreveport 
to stations on the lines of the St. Louis & San Francisco 
Railroad Co., hereinafter termed the Frisco, extending 
westerly from Powers, Ark., to Ardmore, Okla., and north- 
erly from Grant, Okla., to Maney Junction, now Rock 
island, Okla., an aggregate of about 350 miles of line; 
also to stations on the Texas, Oklahoma & Eastern Rail- 
road, a line about 24 miles in length extending easterly 
‘rom Valliant, Okla., its junction with the Frisco, to 
broken Bow, Okla. These rates are alleged to be unrea- 
sonable per se and also unjustly discriminatory as com- 
pared with class rates from Dallas, Fort Worth, Tex- 
‘rkana, Marshall and other Texas cities, and from Fort 
Smith, Ark., to the same destinations. 

At the time the complaint was filed the joint rates ex- 
‘ceded in most cases, if not in all, the aggregate of the 
ntermediate rates subject to the act, and at the hearing 
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evidence was taken bearing upon that portion of Fourth 
Section Application No. 461 which seeks authority to con- 
tinue such higher joint rates on traffic moving from 
Shreveport to the stations designated in the complaint. 
In Through Rates to Points in Louisiana and Texas, 38 
I. C. C. 153 (The Traffic World, March 11, 1916, p. 536), 
we found that the applicants in that proceeding had not 
justified the continuance of through rates from interstate 
points to points in Louisiana higher than the aggregate 
of the intermediate rates. Our conclusions are the same 
in this proceeding as to through rates from Shreveport 
to the stations named in the complaint. 


The hearing was had on Feb. 8, 1915. Subsequently 
the defendants filed tariff supplements reducing the joint 
rates from Shreveport to these destinations, effective to 
Oklahoma points on Aug. 18, 1915, and to Arkansas points 
on Sept. 2, 1915. The supplements purport to be filed 
under authority given in section 4 of Fourth Section Order 
No. 3700, which permits carriers, pending action upon 
applications under the fourth section, to file with the 
Commission amendments to their tariffs reducing their 
through rates to equal the lowest combination of inter- 
mediate rates lawfully published and filed with the Com- 
mission. These supplements bear rates which in most in- 
stances are substantially lower than the rates under at- 
tack. The complainant, however, claims that the new 
rates also are unreasonable and asks the Commission to 
prescribe class rates which will conform to, the scale pre- 
scribed by the Commission in Corporation Commission of 
Oklahoma vs. A. & S. Ry. Co., 26 I. C. C. 520 (The Traffic 
World, April 19, 1913, p. 860), hereinafter referred to as 
the Texas-Oklahoma scale. For convenient comparison 
the following statement has been prepared of the rates, 
past, present and proposed, from Shreveport to representa- 
tive stations on the defendant lines. All rates in this 
report are stated in cents per 100 pounds: 

Shreveport to— 1 2 3 ‘2? & £8 CC PV fs 
Powers, Ark., 

(116 miles): 
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Arkinda, Ark. 
(114 miles): 
0 66 59 68 5&0 53 4 38 33 «326 
EE A: 78 68%4581450 43 46 39 33 27° 22 
Ss 2 6 641—6C«iaSS ECO OU CU Ca 


, Pe er a Sere 91 75 66 58 70 74 G5 54 43 36 
ME ons au asa > aie 84 7 65 57 46 48 43 36 29 23 
EEE ee 3 56 49 44 35 36 34 29 22 18 


Valliant, Okla. 
(155 miles): 
@am RB Tt-: 24 2 2 OS 
te Pe eee 89 81 70 6 © 8 @6-3 @ 3 
2. Sf - 4-3 39 36 -30 23 19 
Hugo, Okla. 
(181 miles): 


Dis Siigtely Sais «Wao als 106 89 78 68 70 74 61 48 39 34% 
PS 6d ss ave aration ss 89 81 71 60 50 52 46 38 29 24 
Lee OEE Cee 7 68 #60 50 42 43 39 32 24 20 


Durant, Okla. 
(233 miles): 


PRE ee eS 126 106 93 81 70 74 61 48 39 34% 
ih ntgtbiela x are sae aio atern 96 84 73 62 52 54 47 39 30 24 
EN Pee ee 86. 7% 6b. 5&5. 46 4 43 #85 3¢ 21 
Madill, Okla. 
(251 miles): 
Ds hin aus ragga Sie 1380 111 94 87 70 74 61 48 39 34% 
Bieva:c cya 6 sie cis 10f 81 7) @t Se 58. t4i- @&. & fs 
SPR eA RTE 00. 7 68 G8 @ 4&8 -44 36 ‘.27..-33 


Ardmore, Okla. 
(275 milts): 


; ee, Py aee 130 111 94 87 69 72 61 48 39 33 
Biacin sod wee pes wes 108: 96 8&2. 70.87 89..58.4 88. 37 
CoN a pa ae oa a UU a a aS ee 
Grant, Okla. 
(184.5 miles): a 
, RE Oe ee 130 111 .97 90 70 74 61 48 39 34% 
Bas Piva beatae 86 78 68 59 48 50 45 37 29 24 
ta Raliies:«. shied Gao 75 «4.68. 60 #50 42 +4 39 #32 24 20 


Talihina, Okla. 
(257 miles): 


PEC aces sew sae ts va 130 111 97 90 70 74 61 48 39 34% 
Re eres ee Pe 104. 91 79 67 56 58 51 42 32 26 
Mic tgia cs Kien sieleicuh erie 90 79 68 58 47 48 44 36 27 22 


Wister, Okla, 
(243 miles): 
YS en ei ae aa v1 es ae ee Agha dae = a 
, Seer re eee 104. 91.79 207. 56. 68. -SEt 43: 32°38 
This g 60; be aide di wale otek 90 «679. 68 GB 47.°48. 44 36. 37.°23 
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Broken Bow, Okla. 

(179 miles): 

0 AA Se ee 130 111 97 90-70 74 65 54 43 36 
EE a pe 93 84 74 @2 82 5&4 48 38 360 23 
ie a6 a atraittses os0 2 73 G6 69 49 41 48 #38 31 «23 20 


*No through rate published: 

A. Rate at the time complaint was filed. 

B. Present rate. i 

Cc. Proposed rate under Texas-Oklahoma scale for applica- 
tion on hauls over more than one line. 

In this comparison the short-line mileage is used. The 
traffic from Shreveport moves ordinarily to Ashdown, Ark., 
over the Kansas City Southern Railway, thence via the 
Frisco, and the mileage to most of the points of destina- 
tion is measured over that route. In many cases, how- 
ever, the lowest combination of intermediates is made 
through Hope, Ark., Texarkana, Ark.-Tex., or Waskom, 


Tex. The Frisco, as delivering carrier, participates in 
the through rates from Texas points as well as from 
Shreveport. 


At the hearing it was stated by the principal witness 
for defendants that the rates from Shreveport were in 
reality group rates; that practically the same rates were 
in effect from New Orleans, from nearly the whole of 
Louisiana, and from western Mississippi; and that a just 
comparison of rates and distances would require use of 
the average distance from the New Orleans group, and 
would result in a much more favorable showing as to 
the reasonableness of the rates under attack. It was 
shown at the hearing, however, that at some previous 
date, in response to request from the Shreveport shippers, 
the carriers had partially abandoned the New Orleans 
group basis of rates, as applied to Shreveport, by giving 
Shreveport lower rates on the first four classes to some 
of the destinations here considered. It now appears that 
the defendants, by filing their amendatory supplements 
since the hearing, have completely abandoned the applica- 
tion of that basis to this traffic. It is therefore unneces- 
sary to consider further defendants’ contention that the 
group basis should not be disturbed. Whatever warrant 
the carriers may have for grouping Shreveport with New 
Orleans as to other traffic, there appears to be no sound 
-basis for such grouping here. 


Defendants contend that the Commission in prescribing 
the Texas-Oklahoma scale, in Corporation Commission of 
Oklahoma vs. A. & S. Ry. Co., supra, did not consider the 
reasonableness of the rates, but that the sole purpose of 
that proceeding was to remove an unjust discrimination 
between Texas jobbers and Oklahoma jobbers. By ref- 
erence to our reports it will be seen that while, as there 
stated, the evidence and argument were directed prin- 
cipally to alleged discrimination under the so-called job- 
bers’ scales applicable to the first four classes, in the 
original report, 23 I. C. C. 688, we passed upon the rea- 
sonableness of class and commodity rates from Oklahoma 
into Texas made on the so-called standard scale, and in 
our supplemental report, 26 I. C. C. 520, at 523, found de- 
fendants’ class rates from Oklahoma into Texas to be 
unreasonable under section 1 of the act to the extent that 
they exceeded the scale there prescribed. Pursuant to 
our order thereunder this scale is in effect between Texas 
jobbing points and the stations in Oklahoma now before 
us. While the present class rates between Shreveport 
and the stations. in Arkansas and Oklahoma appear to be 
out of line, we are not convinced that the carriers should 
be required to establish class rates between these points 
which conform to the present Texas-Oklahoma scale. 
Several proceedings now before the Commission involve 
the reasonableness and adjustment of rates in this south- 
western territory. The records in those proceedings are 
much more complete than the record here. For these 
reasons no conclusions regarding the reasonableness per 
se of the present rates between Shreveport and the Arkan- 
sas and Oklahoma stations named in the complaint will 
be announced in this proceeding. 

It has already been noted that the Texas-Oklahoma 
seale is applied by defendants between jobbing points in 
Texas, of which Dallas and Paris may be taken as repre- 
sentative, and points in Oklahoma. It is charged that the 
result of such application as compared with the rates 
applied from Shreveport is unduly prejudicial to Shreve- 
port. In comparison of class rates from various points 
to which the Oklahoma markets may be considered tribu- 
tary, the following table is submitted, giving rates from 
each point to Idabel, Okla., one of the smaller points 
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supplied by jobbers, and which, in location, may be re. 
garded as representative: 


=o: een. Gia. ; Bimes 1 3. 3 4 EA Ee CoD: EC 
Present rates from— 

lo rs 136.84 % @ 67 46 48 4 3 29. 2: 
I hd hs CAs, aces 169 63 58 Sl- 43 36-37 33 ‘28 21 17 
a a5 a ack asa ales sae 68 33 30-28 26 21 22 19 16 3.10 
UNE, 8s oe hore Cate oS 4 3: 34.32 2a 36) Se 2S 3S: 12 
Ete Meck ........ 192 127 115 104 90 65 74 63 57 45 s 
Memphis ...... f..--oe0 127 115 104 90 G5 74 G63 57 45 S 
St. Lotis ....«:......639 127 115 104 90-66 74 & 67 45 S 
eee GOERS S 6k ees; 445 130 111 97 90 70 74 65 54 43 


While the record is not very full regarding the trans- 
portation -conditions and circumstances affecting traffic 
between Shreveport and these Oklahoma stations, as com 
pared with those surrounding traffic between interio: 
Texas points and the same destination, it supports the 
conclusion that there is no such dissimilarity in circum 
stances as would warrant the application of different 
scales of rates. 

The class rates from certain Texas jobbing ‘points to 
stations on the Frisco, Powers, Ark., to Arkinda, Ark., in 
clusive, are relatively lower’ than those from Shreveport 
to the same destinations, but higher than from Texas 
points to Oklahoma points. For example, the comparison 
of rates from Paris, Tex., to Powers, Ark., with rates 
from Shreveport to Powers and rates from Texas to Okla 
home is.-shown in the table on the following page: 


1 2 3 4 5 A B £ D i 


Paris, Tex., to° 

Powers, Ark. (138 

eee 70 60 5&2 465 36 37 30) 26 =. 2001%__—« 1 816, 
Shreveport, La., to 

Powers, Ark. (116 

PE ere 79 #668 58% 49 35 37 30 «25% 2521 
Texas to Oklahoma 

(138 miles): 

Single line rates 55 49 43 39 31 32 30 %6 20 16 

Joint rates ....63 56 49 44 35 36 34 29 32 18 


The record discloses no reason why the class rates be- 
tween Shreveport and these Arkansas stations should be 
on a higher basis, distance and “joint rate’ hauls con 
sidered, than that of class rates between Texas points 
and the same destinations. Distrimination as 
rates from Texas to Arkansas and to Oklahoma, respect 
ively, is not alleged or in issue in this proceeding. 

Defendants state that reduction of the Shreveport rates 
would result in a demand from shippers at Little Rock, 
Ark., for lower rates to the same territory, and that any 
change in the Little Rock rates would entail adjustment 
of the rates from Memphis and St. Louis, now grouped 
with Little Rock, and defined territories beyond. Those 
contentions ean be dealt with on their merits when they 
arise. We are-not convinced that such far-reaching re 
sults would follow; but, even if they did, their imminence 
would not warrant carriers in maintaining unduly preju- 
dicial rates to or from Shreveport. - The propriety of 
grouping Little Rock with Memphis and St. Louis as to 
traffic to these Oklahoma points is not before us in this 
proceeding. No evidence was presented relative to rates 
from Fort Smith, named in the complaint, as a competing 
point. 

Shipments from Shreveport to stations on the Frisco, 
other than Ashdown, move over two lines of railway, and 
to points on the Texas, Oklahoma & Eastern over three 
lines. It was suggested at the hearing that the line of 
the Texarkana & Fort Smith Railway Co., extending from 
Shreveport to the Texas-Arkansas state boundary, should 
be considered an additional line, but that carrier forms 
part of the Kansas City Southern system and is under 
the same management and control. The conditions are 
therefore absent which would justify increased rates on 
account of the ‘joint rate” haul between Shreveport and 
Ashdown. 

_ It appeared at the hearing that the rates then in effect 
from Shreveport to these destinations applied in both 
directions, with the exception of rates on the first four 
classes to points on the Frisco from Powers, Ark., to Du- 
rant, Okla., which applied only northbound, southbound 
rates being higher. It was stated that there is little or 
no southbound traffic, hence no demand for a lower scale 
of rates in that direction. The rates on all classes which 
became effective Aug. 18 and Sept. 2, 1915, and which are 
still in effect, apply northbound only. There appears ‘o 
be no substantial reason for thus limiting the application. 

It is our conclusion and finding that the present class 

rates applying between Shreveport and the stations in 
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Oklahoma designated in the complaint are unduly preju- 
dicial to Shreveport. Defendants will be required to 
establish and maintain for application between Shreve- 
port and said stations in Oklahoma class rates which will 
not exceed, distance considered, the class rates contem- 
poraneously charged for similar hauls between those sta- 
tions and points in Texas. 

It is also our conclusion and finding that class rates 
between Shreveport and the designated points in Arkansas 
which are higher, distance and joint hauls considered, 
than are class rates between those points and competing 
Texas points are unduly prejudicial to Shreveport. As to 
this no order will be issued at this time. The defendants 
will be expected to properly readjust these rates within 
9) days from the service hereof, failing which the matter 
may be brought to our attention for appropriate action. 

Orders will be entered in accordance with the foregoing 
findings. , 

(The fourth section order is No. 5842.) 


RATES ON CANNED PEAS 


CASE NO. 6782 (39 I. C. C. 341-344) 
WEST SALEM CANNING CO. VS. CHICAGO & NORTH- 
WESTERN RAILWAY CO. ET AL. 

Portions of Fourth Section Applications Nos. 2188 2741. 
Submitted Nov. 6, 1915. Opinion No. 3644. 

1. Canned Pea Rate Unreasonable and Reparation Awarded.— 
Rate charged on canned peas, in packages, in carloads, 
from West Salem, Wis., to St. Paul and Minneapolis, Minn., 
found unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory to the ex- 
tent that it exceeded 18 cents per 100 pounds. Reparation 
awarded. ; 

2. Fourth Section Relief Granted on Canned Peas to the Chi- 
cago & Northwestern.—Defendants authorized to continue 
rates on canned peas in packages, in carloads, from La 
Crosse, Wis., to St. Paul which are lower than those con- 
temporaneously maintained from West Salem and _ inter- 
mediate points, provided the present rates from the inter- 
mediate points are not exceeded and that the rates from 
said intermediate points do not exceed the lowest combina- 
tion. 


J. E. Higbee for complainant; A. F. Cleveland for defendants. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 


Complainant is a corporation engaged in canning peas 
at West Salem, Wis. By complaint, filed March 30, 1914, 
it alleges that the rates charged by defendants for the 
transportation of numerous carloads of canned peas, 
shipped during 1912 and 1913 from West Salem to St. 
Paul, Minn., were unreasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory in comparison with lower rates contemporaneously 
maintained by defendants on the same commodities to 
St. Paul from La Crosse, Bangor and Sparta, Wis. Repa- 
ration is asked. Those portions of Chicago & Northwest- 
ern Railway’s Fourth Section Applications Nos. 2188 and 
2741 in which authority is asked to continue rates on 
canned peas in carloads from La Crosse to St. Paul which 
are lower than the rates contemporaneously applicable 
on like traffic from West Salem ‘and other intermediate 
points were heard with the complaint. Rates herein are 
stated in cents per 100 pounds. 


The shipments aggregated 1,037,637 pounds and moved: 
Chicago & Northwestern Railway, hereinafter called the 
Northwestern, to either Elroy or Wyeville, Wis.; Chicago, 
St. Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railway thence to desti- 
nations. Charges were collected at the fifth-class rate of 
20 cents. Some of the shipments moved to Minneapolis, 
Minn., but the rates to Minneapolis and St. Paul were 
and are the same, and both points are hereinafter called 
St. Paul. 

West Salem, Bangor and Sparta are located on the line 
of the Northwestern that extends northwest from Elroy, 
Which has a branch extending from Medary Junction, 
Wis., just west of West Salem, to La Crosse. Bangor and 
Sparta are east of West Salem, and traffic from La 
Crosse to St. Paul by way of defendants’ lines passes 
(trough West Salem, Bangor and Sparta. 

There were and are no carload commodity rates on 
canned peas in packages from the points named to St. 
Paul. The Western Classification rating of canned peas, 
in packages, in carloads, is fifth class, minimum 36,000 
Pounds. Defendants’ fifth-class rates at the time the 
shipments moved were: 12.5 cents from La Crosse, 20 
cents from West Salem and 18 cents from Bangor and 
Sparta. The present rates are 13.4 cents’ from La Crosse 
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and 18 cents from West Salem, Bangor and Sparta. The 
increase in the rate from La Crosse was effected Jan. 11, 
1915, and the reduction from West Salem on Nov. 17, 
1913. Substantially the same relative adjustment exists 
with respect to defendants’ rates on all class traffic from 
these points. 


The Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway and the 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad, hereinafter called 
the Milwaukee and the Burlington, respectively, have their 
own rails from La Crosse to St. Paul. The Milwaukee 
also serves West Salem, Bangor and Sparta and by way 
of its line La Crosse is intermediate to St. Paul from the 
Wisconsin points named in the complaint. The Mil- 
waukee’s fifth-class rate from West Salem when the ship- 
ments moved was 18 cents. Except during the period 
when the fifth-class rates from West Salem were differ- 
ent, the class rates from that point to St. Paul have gen- 
erally been the same by either of the lines available. St. 
Paul is 142 miles from West Salem by the Milwaukee and 
207 miles by defendants’ lines; 131 miles from La Crosse 
by the Milwaukee, 133 miles by the Burlington and 218 
miles by defendants’ lines. The mileage from La Crosse 
by way of defendants’ lines, therefore, exceeds the short- 
line mileage by 66 per cent. Defendants state that the 
rates from these points have been made by the short lines 
for their one-line hauls and defendants have merely met 
the rates so established. The Milwaukee’s service is said, 
moreover, to be main-line service, while the bad grades 
encountered over the Northwestern’s line to Elroy and 
Wyeville compel the operation of this line more or less 
as a branch. Water competition on the Mississippi River 
between La Crosse and St. Paul also is assigned as a 
reason for the lower scale of rates at La Crosse. 


We find that the Northwestern should be authorized to 


_continue rates on canned peas, in packages, in carloads, 


from La Crosse to St. Paul and St. Paul rate points which 
are lower than those contemporaneously maintained from 
West Salem and intermediate points, provided the pres- 
ent rates. from the intermediate, points are not exceeded, 
and provided further that the rates from said intermediate 
points do not exceed the lowest combination. 


Complainant also shows that there is a competitive 
canning factory at Onalaska, Wis., and cites the rates 
from that point to St. Paul. Onalaska is just north of 
La Crosse and is said to be practically in the La Crosse 
switching district. It is served by the Northwestern, the 
Burlington, and, through switching arrangements, by the 
Milwaukee. Onalaska is not intermediate from La Crosse 
to St. Paul over the Northwestern, but is over the Bur- 
lington. West Salem is intermediate from Onalaska to St. 
Paul over the Northwestern just as it is intermediate to 
St. Paul from La Crosse, but is not intermediate from 
Onalaska over the Burlington. The Burlington applied 
the La Crosse rate as a maximum at Onalaska, and the 
Northwestern maintained the same rate. 


We find that the adjustment of the rates from Onalaska 
may not be considered as differing materially from the 
adjustment of rates from La Crosse. 


A rate of 18 cents was available to complainant over 
the Milwaukee. Complainant states, however, that its 
rlant was connected with the Northwestern’s tracks by 
a private switch and that the Milwaukee’s tracks could be 
reached only by draying the shipments to its freight 
depot. Complainant adduced no evidence that the rate 
was intrinsically unreasonable. But the group basis has 
been observed in making these rates and it is stated by 
defendants’ witness that 18 cents is and would have been 
a reasonable fifth-class rate from the points from which 
it now applies and would have been the proper rate; that 
it was made 20 cents from West Salem by mistake and 
was reduced to the present rate as soon as defendants’ 
attention was called to the error. Defendants have long 
undertaken to meet the rates of the short lines from the 
points noted and presumably have found the short lines’ 
rates remunerative. A local rate of 6 cents applied at the 
time of movement from West Salem to La Crosse and 
the combination on La Crosse, involving a back-haul move- 
ment, was 18% cents, or only one-half cent over the pres- 
ent joint rate. 

. We find that the rate charged was unreasonable an@ 
unjustly discriminatory to the extent that it exceded the 
present rate of 18 cents per 100 pounds which we find rea- 
sonable; that complainant made the shipments as de- 
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scribed and paid and bore charges thereon at the rate 
herein found unreasonable; that it has been damaged to 
the extent of the difference between the charges paid and 
the charges that would have accrued at the rate herein 
found reasonable; and that it is entitled to reparation with 
interest .on all the shipments delivered within two years 
prior to the filing of the complaint. 

The exact amount of reparation due cannot be deter- 
mined on the present record. Complainant accordingly 
should prepare a statement showing as to each shipment 
on which reparation is claimed the date of movement, 
points of origin and destination, weight, car number and 
initials, route, rate applied, charges collected, and the 
amount of reparation due under our findings herein, which 
statement should be submitted to defendants for verifica- 
tion. Upon receipt of a statement so prepared by com- 
plainant and verified by defendants, we will consider the 
entry of an order awarding reparation. As the rate upon 
the basis of which reparation is here awarded has been 
in effect for more than two years, no order for the future 
will be made. An appropriate fourth section order will 
be entered. 


(The fourth section order is No. 5857.) 


ON PEANUTS 


RATE 
7 

In No. 6636, Opinion No. 3645, Utah Wholesale Grocery 
Company vs. Norfolk & Western et al., 39 I. C. C. 345-6, 
the Commission has come to the conclusion that a com- 
bination rate of $1.55 on peanuts from Norfolk, Va., to 
Provo, Utah, was not shown to be unreasonable. The 
complaint was dismissed. Testimony showed that a rate 
of $1.35 applied over another route and that that rate had 
once been’ applicable over the route used in the shipment. 
Some of the defendants were willing to make reparation. 
The Commission, however, said the misquotation of a 
rate, as appeared in this case, and the former application 
of the misquoted rate over the route actually used, was 
no basis for an award of reparation. 


PYROGRAPHIC NOVELTIES 


A finding that one and a half times first class will be 
a reasOnable rate on mechanically burnt pyrographic nov- 
elties from New Chicago, Ind., to Tacoma, Wash., has 
been made in No. 6872, Opinion No. 3646, Sprouse & Son 
vs. Northern Pacific et al., 39 I. C. C. 347-8. Reparation 
down to that rate was ordered. The commodity is less 
valuable than notions, rated in Western Classification at 
double first class and is not separately rated. The new 
rate is to be established on or before July 15. 


SULPHUR AND BRIMSTONE 


CASE NO. 7546 (39 I. C. C., 349-352) 
UNION SULPHUR CO. ET AL. VS. BALTIMORE & OHIO 
RAILROAD CO. ET AL. 

PART OF FOURTH SECTION APPLICATION NO. 1772. 


Submitted May 6, 1915. Opinion No. 3647. 


1, Increased rates on crude sulphur and brimstone from At- 
lantic ports to points in Central Freight Association terri- 
tory found justified. r 

2. That portion of Fourth Section Application No. 1772 for au- 
thority to continue rates on brimstone and crude sulphur 
from Baltimore, Md., to Cheboygan, Mich., which are lower 
than the rates contemporaneously applicable on like traffic 
to Alpena, Mich., and other intermediate points on the De- 
troit & Mackinac Ry., denied. 

George Patterson Boyle for complainants; Henry Wolf Biklé 
for Pennsylvania R. R. Co. and affiliated lines; William C. Cole- 
man and H. R. Lewis for Baltimore & Ohio R. R. Co. and 
affiliated lines; M. B. Pierce for Erie R. R. Co. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 


The principal complainant in this case is fpe Union 
Sulphur Co., a corporation engaged in the mining of brim- 
stone and sulphur, with its principal office at New York, 
N. Y. The other complainants are corporations engaged 
in the manufacture of chemicals, powder and paper. By 
complaint, filed Dec. 12, 1914, they allege (1) that defend- 
ants have increased the rates on brimstone and sulphur, 
hereinafter collectively called sulphur, destined from north 
Atlantic perts to points in Central Freight Association and 
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other territories and that the increased rates are unreason- 
able and unjustly discriminatory; (2) that the long-and- 
short-haul rule of the fourth section is violated in that the 
rate on sulphur from Baltimore, Md., to Alpena, Mich., is 
higher than the rate to Cheboygan, Mich., Alpena being 
intermediate to Cheboygan from Baltimore. Reparation is 
asked on shipments which moved at the increased rates. 

The traffic originates at mines operated by complainants 
in Louisiana and reaches Baltimore and other Atlantie« 
ports in vessels operated by complainants. Most of it 
moves through Baltimore. Prior to Dec. 1, 1914, the gen- 
eral basis of rates on sulphur, both imported and domestic, 
from Atlantie ports to Central Freight Association territory 
was 16 cents per 100 pounds from New York to Chicago 
with the usual differential adjustment from Philade!phia 
and Baltimore, which made the rate from Baltimore 1: 
cents. Prior to 1904 the 16-cent rate from New York to 
Cuicago applied only on imported sulphur, having been 
established to meet the rates from other ports on sulphur 
imported from Sicily. But in 1904 it was made applicabl: 
to domestic traffic in order to draw to Atlantic ports Louisi- 
ana sulphur, which was moving to the destination terri- 
tories all rail. Effective Dec. 1, 1914, defendants irncrease:| 
the 16-cent basic rate from New York to Chicago to 2) 
cents, thereby increasing the rate from Baltimore to Chi- 
cago to 17 cents. These increased rates were established 
subsequent to January, 1910, and it is incumbent upon 
defendants to prove them just and reasonable. That por- 
tion of defendants’ Fourth Section Application No. 1772 
by which authority is sought to continue rates on brim- 
stone and crude sulphur from Baltimore, Md., to Cheboy- 
gan, Mich., which are lower than the rates contemporane- 
ously maintained on like traffic to Alpena and other inter- 
mediate points on the Detroit & Mackinac Railway was 
heard with the complaint, 

Crude sulphur may be put to some 30 or 40 uses, but is 
used principally in the manufacture of sulphuric acid, 
which in turn is used to reduce wood to pulp for the manu 
facture of paper. It is also used in the manufacture of 
explosives and various chemicals. The mines of the Union 
Sulphur Co. are located at Sulphur Mine, La., a point 7:: 
miles distant from the loading port whence complainants’ 
vessels ply to north Atlantic ports. The vessels’ cargoes 
are delivered to the rail carriers at the ports for reship- 
ment to consumers in Central Freight Association territory 
and adjacent territories. The shipments are sold either ou 
consignment or ex vessel. The unloading at the Baltimore 
& Ohio Railroad’s Locust Point marine terminals nea‘ 
Baltimore is done by the carrier from the end of the ships 
tackle into storage bins or cars as the shipment n.ay re- 
quire. Storage is accorded by Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
tariff I. C. C. No. 12873, which provides as follows: 

When necessary to prevent delay in unloading of vessels, ani 
provided storage space is available, property in bulk, or in 
packages, except bulk grain, will be held free of storage, when 
in transit, awaiting reshipment via the Baltimore & Ohio 
R. R., and subject to a charge of 8 cents per ‘ton of 2,240 
pounds if ordered out via other lines. Owing to limited storage 
facilities, shippers must make arrangements with this company 
prior to the unloading of property, in order to avail them- 
selves of this privilege. 

Defendants state that the increased rates were published 
pursuant to suggestion made in The Five Per Cent Case, 
31 I. C, C., 351 (The Traffic World, Aug. 3, 1914). 

*The rates on sulphur were increased along with the rates 
on other commodities as part of a general scheme to elim- 
inate as far as possible so-called unremunerative rates. 
Illustrative increases in the New York-Chicago rates for 
other commodities were: Limestone, 18 cents to 20 cents; 
marble dust, 17 cents to 20 cents; gravel, 18 cents to 2) 
cents; sand, 17 cents to 17.9 cents; spelter, 17.5 cents to 1) 
cents. The volume of the movement of these other con- 
modities is not shown. 

The 20-cent rate from New York to Chicago was chosen 
as a reasonable charge because it was 5 cents below the 
lowest class rates from New York to Chicago and wouili 
yield less than 5 mills per ton-mile. Only a few com- 
modities take rates from New York to Chicago that are 
less than 20 cents per 100 pounds: Import clay, on which 
the rate was raised from $3.20 per ton to $3.40; import 
magnesite, magnesite ore and carbon slack, on which tii¢ 
rates were raised from 17 cents to 19 cents per 100 pounds: 
and imported pyrites, on which ‘the rate was raised from 
$3.80 per gross ton to $4. 
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Various disturbances in Sicily, which is the principal 
sulphur field of Europe, have cut down the import sulphur 
traffic so much that imported sulphur now is almost a 
negligible factor in-the American market. Only 2,500 tons 
of sulphur were brought to this country from Europe dur- 
ing 1914. Complainants’ business through Baltimore alone 
amounts to about 30,000 tons per year, and complainant 
Union Sulphur Co. produces more than one-half of all the 
sulphur consumed in the United States to-day. 


Domestic sulphur encounters practically no competition 
except from iron pyrites, which has been substituted for 
sulphur in the manufacture of sulphuric acid by a number 
of plants. Domestic sulphur contains a much greater per- 
centage of pure sulphur, but iron pyrites yields relatively 
more sulphuric acid, Iron pyrites is worth about $6 per 
gross ton, f. o. b. Baltimore, while crude sulphur is worth 
about $22.50 per gross ton. Pyrites is sold on a sulphur 
unit basis, the price varying with the percentage of sul- 
phur which it contains. The difference in cost, together 
with cheap ocean rates on pyrites from Spain and other 
fields of production abroad, account for the substitution of 
iron pyrites for sulphur. The present rate on imported 
iron pyrites from New York to Chicago is $4 per gross ton, 
or 17.9 cents per 100 pounds; 15.2 cents per 100 pounds 
from Baltimore. Sulphur must be transported in tight box 
cars, while pyrites may be handled in open gondola or coal 
cars. The average loading of sulphur appears to be about 
60,000 pounds per car, while pyrites loads to over 80,000 
pounds. 

Most of the sulphur shipments are moved out of Balti- 
more by the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, which earns an 
average of about 5.6 mills per ton-mile on all freight, in- 
cluding coal and less-than-carload freight, for an averag2 
haul of 193.5 miles, The earnings on all freight exce»vt 
coal average 7.25 mills per ton-mile. The sulphur ship- 
ments are hauled an average distance of between 600 miles 
and 700 miles. Carload shipments out of the last cargo of 
sulphur to Baltimore before the increased rates took effect 
moved from Baltimore an average distance of 761 miles and 
earned an average of 3.1 mills per ton-mile. Shipments ou+ 
of the first cargo delivered at Baltimore after the in- 
creased rates took effect moved an average distance of 584 
miles and earned 4.18 mills per ton-mile. The car-mile 
earnings under the former rates averaged about 10.2 cents 
and under the increased rate about 13.1 cents. Complain- 
ant shows, however, that most of this traffic earns on an 
average about 14 cents per car-mile, ranging from 18.9 
cents for 320 miles to Vandergrift, Pa., to 12.6 cents for 
1,058 miles to Rhinelander, Wis. Defendants regard any 
earnings less than 5 mills per ton-mile or 14 cents per car- 
mile unduly low, regardless of distance. 


Complainants state that cargoes of sulphur are sometim »3 
discharged at the pier in Baltimore at the rate of 35 car- 
loads a day. Complainants have been and still are willing 
to pay a reasonable charge for storage, defendants having 
imposed no charge because of their desire not to ineur 
certain legal liabilities as warehousemen and because of 
competitive conditions at Virginia ports. The 20-cent rate 
basis from New York to Chicago is said by complainants 
to have been fixed arbitrarily and without relation to any 
class rate, and defendants admit that it was fixed somc- 
what intuitively and without any exhaustive investigation 
with respect to rates on sulphur. It was also admitted that 
box cars would be available for return loading, which is 
not true usually of open cars. Complainants object to any 
consideration of the value of sulphur because few loss and 
damage claims are filed. They desire the former rates plus 
5 per cent. Low rates are said to be fitting for sulphur 
hecause sulphur is a raw material that loads heavily and 
moves in-large volume. 


No justification appears for the fourth section situation. 
!t is, however, in process of correction. 

We find that the increased rates here in issue for the 
transportation of sulphur and brimstone from’ north At- 
lantic ports to points in Central Freight Association and 
adjacent territories have been justified, and the complairt 
will be dismissed. The fourth section relief asked will he 
denied. 

Orders will be entered accordingly. - 

(The Fourth Section Order is No. 5858.) 
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WHEAT, DULUTH TO ANOKA 


CASE NO. 6465 (39 I. C. C., 353-359) 
PILLSBURY FLOUR MILLS CO. VS. GREAT NORTH- 
ERN RAILWAY CO. 


Submitted Nov. 13, 1915. Opinion No, 3648. 


Rate charged for the transportation of durum wheat in carloads 
from Duluth, Minn., to Anoka, Minn., not found unreason- 
able. Complaint dismissed. 


Littleford, James, Ballard & Frost; Francis B. James and 
E. E. Williamson for complainant; John F. Finerty for defend- 
ant. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 


Complainant is a corporation engaged in milling grain 
at Anoka, Minn., with its principal office at Minneapolis, 
Minn. By complaint, filed Jan. 2, 1914, it alleges that 
the charges collected by defendant for the transportation 
of durum wheat in carloads from Duluth, Minn., to Anoka, 
between Feb. 5, 1912, and June 12, 1912, inclusive, were 
unreasonable. Reparation is asked and the establishment 
of a reasonable rate for the future. Rates herein are 
stated in cents per 100 pounds. 

Anoka is a local station on the Great Northern Railway 
19 miles northwest of Minneapolis and 143 miles from. 
Duluth. The shipments aggregated 6,624,052 pounds, were 
consigned to Anoka to be milled in transit for Chicago, 
Ill., and moved over the Great Northern interstate through 
Superior, Wis. Charges were collected in the sum of $8,280.64 
at the joint rate of 12% cents applicable on durum 
wheat in carloads from Duluth to Chicago by way of 
the Great Northern to Minnesota Transfer, Minn., and 
the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad beyond. De- 
fendant’s transit regulations required complainant to pay 
the ful: rate from Duluth to Chicago when the wheat was 
delivered at Anoka, but provided for the transportation 
of the milled préduct from Anoka to Chicago without 
additional charge if forwarded within one year after de- 
livery of the wheat at Anoka, Neither the wheat nor its 
product moved from Anoka to Chicago under the 12%4-cent 
transit rate. Defendant has refunded to complainant the 
difference between the charges collected and the charges 
that would have accrued under the local rate of 7% 
cents contemporaneously in effect from Duluth to Anoka. 
The 71%4-cent rate is alleged to have been unreasonable 
to the extent that it exceeded 5 cents. 

The complaint is attributable to a change in defendant’s 
transit regulations and practices effective Aug. 15, 1912, 
and a brief résumé of the situation existing at that time 
is essential to a proper understanding of the issues. 
Complainant carried two separate and distinct transit ac- 
counts at its Anoka mill, one known as the Duluth-Chicago 
account covering wheat shipped from the head of the 
lakes to Chicago, and the other known as the Minnesota- 
Dakota account covering wheat shipped from points on 
the Great Northern in certain sections of Minnesota and 
South Dakota to Chicago. The through rate from Duluth 
to Chicago exceeded the local rate from Duluth to Anoka 
by 5 cents. Through rates from Minnesota-Dakota ter- 
ritory to Chicago generally were 7% cents higher than 
the local rates to Anoka. Defendant’s regulations govern- 
ing the milling in transit of wheat originating in either 
territory required payment of the full rate frem the point 
of origin to Chicago when the wheat was delivered at 
Anoka, limited the transit to one year, and provided 
that if the wheat or its product was not forwarded to 
Chicago under the transit rate, the difference between the 
through rate charged and the local rate from the point 
of origin to Anoka would be refunded. 

The supplemental report rendered in the Transit case, 
24 I. C. C., 340 (The Traffic World, July 13, 1912, p. 70), 
issued June 5, 1912, directed attention to certain loose 
and illegal transit practices prevailing at that time, in- 
cluding the failure of carriers to cancel surplus billing, 
concerning which we said: 


Our inquiry has disclosed in many instances large amounts of 


surplus billing on hand * * *. Where a transit house has 
surplus billing on hand for several million pounds of grain 
which has disappeared from its possession * * * it is clear 
that the commodity has not been policed by the carrier in ac- 
cordance with its plain duty * * *., The rules must require 
that the surplus billing, that is to say, all billing which does 
not represent grain actually on hand, shall be canceled abso- 
lutely at the close of each day. .This daily cancellation down 
to the basis of stock on hand is vital, and we shall insist on 
a literal adherence thereto. 
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Following the issuance of this report defendant adopted 
more rigorous transit regulations and practices. Its 
agents were instructed to open new transit accounts cov- 
ering all grain received on and after Aug. 15, 1912, to 
ascertain the actual tonnage of -grain or its products in 
transit houses at the close of business Aug. 14, 1912, and 
to cancel all billing which did not represent grain or its 
products actually stored in transit houses at that time. 
Operators of transit houses were directed to present 
claims to the carrier for refund of all charges paid on the 
canceled tonnage in excess of the local rate to the milling 
station. 

There was no surplus transit credit in complainant’s 
Minnesota-Dakota account at the close of business on 
Aug. 14, 1912, but its Chicago-Duluth account disclosed a 
surplus credit of 14,362,144 pounds, that is to say, the 
tonnage of wheat shipments from Duluth to Anoka to be 
milled in transit for Chicago covered by expense bills 
which had not been used for Chicago transit, exceeded 
to the extent of 14,362,144 pounds the aggregate weight 
of the outbound shipments of product to Chicago and 
wheat or its products then in complainant’s mill. This 
surplus billing was canceled. Complainant thereafter filed 
a claim with defendant alleging that 7,738,092 pounds 
of products manufactured from wheat originating at Du- 
luth and forwarded to Chicago or to Chicago rate points 
prior to Aug. 15, 1912, had erroneously been charged 
against the Minnesota-Dakota account. Defendant had 
charged all outbound shipments from the Anoka mill to 
the Minnesota-Dakota account for a long period, and this 
fact, if known to complainant, had been disregarded be- 
cause the billing from Duluth to Chicago or from Minne- 
sota-Dakota points to Chicago was of equal value for 
transit purposes. The Minnesota-Dakota billing, however, 
had a refund value of 7% cents as against a refund value 
of 5 cents of the Duluth-Chicago billing. For this reason 
complainant desired a correction of the transit account, 
as the billing was no longer available for transit use. 
The matter was called to our attention informally, and 
the carrier was advised that if the error had been made, 
as alleged, the transit account should be corrected. De- 
fendant thereupon readjusted its transit records and re- 
funded to complainant on 7,738,092 pounds of the unused 
transit the difference of approximately 71% cents between 
the local rates from the points of origin to Anoka and 
the through rates to Chicago. The 6,624,052 pounds of 
surplus billing remaining in the Duluth-Chicago account 
after correction of the transit records is the subject mat- 
ter of this complaint. 

Complainant asserts that if it had not been for our 
order in the Transit case, supra, the surplus billing would 
not have been canceled, but .could have been used to ob- 
tain the transportation of an equivalent tonnage of wheat 
products from Anoka to Chicago. Our final report in 
the Transit case, 26 I. C. C., 204 (The Traffic World, 
March 1, 1913, p. 517), is cited in support of this assertion. 
In that report, issued Feb. 10, 1913, we withdrew the 
orders and requirements which we had previously promul- 
gated upon representation by the carriers that they could 
and would publish and enforce transit regulations and 
practices which would conform~to the requirements of 
the law. Complainant construes that action as an ad- 
mission that our previous orders and requirements, in- 
cluding the rule with respect to the cancellation of surplus 
billing, were erroneous, and argues that it should not be 
subjected to loss because of the alleged error on our part. 
Our report in National Casket Co. vs. S. Ry. Co., 31 
I. C. C., 678 (The Traffic World, July to December, 1914, 
p. 805), disposes of this contention. In that case we 
stated, at pages 687, 688: 

There is no warrant for assuming * * * that we have re- 
ceded in any degree from the opinions hitherto expressed, 
touching the unlawfulness of any practice or device not au- 
thorized by the tariff by which the integrity of a through rate 
is impaired; unjust discrimination or undue preference is given 
or secured; or the requirements of the law or the tariff are in 
any wise evaded. The law is as binding upon the shippers 
and the carriers as it was before we rescinded rule 76 and 
withdrew -our suggestions. The obligation to observe its letter 
and spirit rests no less lightly upon all parties subject to its 
provisions. The penalties for its violation are unchanged. It 
is now, as it was then, the duty of the carriers to initiate and 
properly police their transit arrangements. It is now, as it was 
then, the duty of the shipper to conform his operations to che 
requirements of the law and of all reasonable rules and regu- 
— of the carrier designed to insure the observance of the 
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Defendant has refunded the difference between the 
through rate of 12% cents from Duluth to Chicago and the 
local rate of 7% cents from Duluth to Anoka. Complain- 
ant’s contention that the rate assailed was unreasonable 
rests largely upon the theory that the movement of the 
wheat from Duluth to Anoka should not be regarded as 
local, but as part of a continuous or related through move- 
ment. Complainant contends that the shipments pos- 
sessed none of the characteristics of local shipments and 
that it is entitled to— 
the difference between a just and reasonable rate for the 
transportation service rendered from Duluth to Anoka as part 
of a through interstate transportation service from Duluth to 
Chicago and the rate paid, i. e., 12% cents per 100 pounds, 

Defendant asserts on the other hand that the movement 
was purely local and that in considering the question of 
whether the rate charged was unreasonable, it must be 
viewed as a local rate rather than as a proportion of a 
through rate. 

Durum wheat flour is used chiefly in the manufacture 
of macaroni, and appears not to be consumed locally at 
Anoka. Complainant’s witness testified in a general way 
that the wheat originated beyond Duluth and that the 
product was actually reshipped from Anoka to Chicago 
or to Chicago rate points subsequently to Aug. 14, 1912, 
but did not prove his assertion. The wheat and its prod- 
uct obviously had been disposed of prior to Aug. 14, 1912, 
for it was not then stored in complainant’s mill. As the 
inbound billing was not used for transit purposes and 
there was no local consumption, apparently the only con- 
clusion that can be drawn is that the surplus billing rep- 
resented wheat or its products forwarded from Anoka 
prior to Aug. 14, 1912, to non-transit points, or to transit 
points other than Chicago. 

We have held in several cases that when for any reason 
a commodity or its product is not forwarded from the 
transit point in accordance with the provisions of the 
transit tariffs, the inbound shipments become localized 
and subject to the legal rate from the point of origin to 
the milling point. The same view is expressed in Con- 
ference Ruling No. 350, as follows: 

Under transit tariffs requiring .,the payment of the full rate 
to final destination at the time the shipment is delivered at the 
transit point, it sometimes occurs that a shipment is never 
forwarded to the destination to which charges have been 
paid: Held, That it is not unlawful or improper in such cases 
to refund the charges that have been paid in excess of what 
the lawful charges on the shipment would have been if the 
transit point had been its final destination. _ 

While the transportation of the wheat from Duluth to 
Anoka may have been part of a through movement in 
the sense that it was one step in the movement of the 
wheat from the point of its production beyond Duluth to 
the final destination of the product, beyond Anoka, it was 
not, so far as appears, a part of a continuous or related 
through transportation service. The point of origin of 
the wheat, the destination of the product, and the rates 
charged beyond Duluth and Anoka are not shown and the 
total rate charged is not attacked. Under these circum- 
stances we cannot sustain complainant’s contention that 
the service performed was a part of a through service 
from Duluth to Chicago. The shipments are to be re- 
garded only as local traffic from Duluth to Anoka. 

Complainant’s evidence with respect to the reasonable- 
ness of the rate charged consists chiefly of comparisons 
with a rate of 5 cents on durum wheat from Duluth to 
Anoka, effective Sept. 15, 1912, after the movements had 
been performed and still in effect; a preportional rate 
of 6 cents on durum wheat from Duluth to Minneapolis 
with milling in transit at Anoka, effective July 5, 1912, 
after the movements had been performed, and defendant’s 
average rates and earnings on all traffic. 

The 5-cent rate from Duluth to Anoka was established 
upon complainant’s solicitation and in connection with a 
general readjustment of rates on flour from Anoka to 
Kansas City, Mo., Omaha; Neb., and points in the South- 
west, made for the purpose of enabling complainant to 
dispose of its product in the southwestern markets in 
competition with Minneapolis millers. It was published 
first as a local rate, but 18 months later its application 
was restricted to wheat originating beyond Duluth or 
Superior. Wheat shipped from Duluth or Anoka to be 
milled in transit for Chicago continued to move under 
the joint rate of 12% cents,,.and as to such traffic the 5- 
cent rate derives its only significance from the fact that 
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under the transit regulations, effective Aug. 15, 1912, 
complainant was required to pay the local rate upon de- 
livery of the wheat at Anoka instead of the Duluth to 
Chicago joint rate, as provided by the transit rules pre- 
viously in effect. The balance of the through rate was 
not payable until the product went forward to Chicago. 
From these changes in the rates and transit regulations 
it resulted that complainant secured the transportation 
of its wheat from Duluth to Anoka on and after Sept. 
15, 1912, at a rate of 5 cents, irrespective of whether 
the milled product was forwarded to Chicago or disposed 
of at some other point. The 6-cent proportional rate from 
Duluth to Minneapolis was also established upon com- 
plainant’s request in order that complainant might com- 
pete with Minneapolis millers in the markets east of 
Chicago. 

The circumstances under which these rates were estab- 
lished clearly show that they were made effective with 
little or no regard to the question of whether they yielded 
adequate compensation for the transportation of local 
traffic from Duluth to Anoka or Minneapolis, and that 
the chief end in view was to establish rates that would 
enable complainant to compete with Minneapolis millers 
in markets which-it could not reach under the rates pre- 
viously in effect. Complainant’s comparisons therefore 
cannot be regarded as controlling. Complainant also con- 
tends that the rate charged was unreasonable because 
it exceeded defendant’s division of the joint rate of 12% 
cents from Duluth to Chicago, but as we have often said 
the division of a joint rate which a carriers accepts is 
not a fair measure of its local rate. 

The rate charged yielded 10.5 mills per ton-mile and 
39.5 cents per car-mile for the short-line distance of 143 
miles over defendant’s line through Milacca, Minn. The 
5-cent rate yields 7 mills per ton-mile and 26.4 cents per 
car-mile. It appears, however, that for operating reasons 
shipments of wheat from Duluth to Anoka necessarily 
are moved through Coon Creek Junction and Minneapolis, 
a distance of approximately 169 miles. 


Complainant contrasts the ton-mile and car-mile earn- 
ings on the shipments with the average earnings on all 
traffic handled by the Great Northern system and also 
with defendant’s average earnings on Minnesota “intra- 
state and interstate traffic. For the years 1911, 1912 and 
1913 defendant’s average earnings on all traffic per ton- 
mile were 8.1 mills, 7.69 mills and 7.65 mills, respectively, 
and per car-mile 16.19 cents, 16.87 cents and 17.61 cents. 
During the same years its average earnings per ton-mile 
on Minnesota traffic were 7.55 mills, 7.13 mills and 7.06 
mills; per car-mile, 17.73 cents, 18.12 cents and 19.03 
cents. While this comparison shows that defendant’s 
earnings under the rates charged materially exceeded its 
average earnings on all traffic, such a showing does not 
demonstrate that the rate charged was excessive. Coke 
Producers’ Assn. of Connellsville vs. B. & O. R. R. Co., 
27 1. C. C., 125 (The Traffic World, June 21, 1913, p. 1348); 
Ontario Iron Ore Co. vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. Co., 30 
I. C. C., 566 (The Traffic World, July to December, 1914, 
p. 60). 

Defendant’s evidence shows that the rate charged was 
less than the local rates from Duluth to other milling 
points similarly situated. The local rates of 9 cents con- 
temporaneously in effect from Duluth to St. Cloud, Minn., 
140 miles, and to Deer River, Minn., 125 miles, were cited 
as examples. The present local rate of 9.1 cents from 
Duluth to Anoka was approved in Freight Rates from 
Minnesota Points, 32 I. C. C., 361 (The Traffic World, 
Jan. 2, 1915, p. 13). The present Minnesota intrastate 
rate applicable on wheat in carloads for a distance of 143 
miles is 8.6 cents. Under the Minnesota intrastate rate 
‘cale the maximum distance that wheat may be trans- 
ported at a 5-cent rate is 35 miles. 

Upon all of the facts of record we find that the rate 
assailed is not shown to have been unreasonable, and 
in order dismissing the complaint will be entered. 


A CORRECTION 


The Commission has amended and corrected its report 
n No. 7027, Hire’s Condensed Milk Co. et al. vs. Penn- 
‘ylvania Lines et al. (The Traffic World, April 8, 1916, 
». 735), so that paragraph 4 will read: 
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The Commission is of opinion and finds that the carload 
and less-than-carload rate adjustment of the defendants on 
condensed and evaporated milk, in cans, boxed, in and between 
Eastern Trunk line and New England territories, and from 
these territories to Central Freight Association territory,. as 
well as from Central Freight Association territory to- New 
England territory, is unjustly discriminatory against complain- 
ants in favor of their competitors shipping between points in 
Central Freight Association territory and from points in Cen- 
tral Freight Association territory to points in Eastern Trunk 
Line territory. .The defendants will be required to remove the 
discriminaticn herein found to be unlawful. While the proceed- 
ings in this case put in issue only the ratings on condensed 
or evaporated milk (liquid) when packed in metal cans, in 
boxes, nothing was made to appear warranting any difference 
in rating on these commodities when so packed and when in other 
forms of package which at present take the same ratings, viz., 
third class less-than-carload and fourth class carload, as set 
forth in the quoted item, supra. 


The second and fourth paragraphs are amended by 
striking out the words “in packages,” occurring after the 
words “evaporated and condensed milk (liquid)” and sub- 
stituting the words “in cans, boxed,” and by substituting 
the word “territory” in place of “or New England ter- 
ritories.”’ The order is to become effective July 1. 


BITUMINOUS COAL TO MISSISSIPPI 
VALLEY TERRITORY* 


(39 I. C. C., 378-391) 


Submitted March 31, 1916. Opinion No. 3653. 


Mileage Scale of Original» Ordgr Modified so as to Allow 
Establishment of Relative Rates from Illinois, Kentucky and 
Alabama Mines.—Distance scale established in the original 
report, 36 I. C. C., 401, 412, modified to permit the estab- 
lishment of relative rates from mines in Illinois, Kentucky 
and Alabama, 

Fourth Section Permission as to Coal from Alabama to 
Mississippi and Louisiana Points.—Carriers authorized to 
continue rates on coal from mines in Alabama to Greenville 
and Vicksburg, Miss., and Slidell, La., lower than rates to 
intermediate points. * 

Order Respecting Rates from Illinois, Kentucky and Tennes- 
see Mines to Tennessee and Kentucky Points Modified.— 
Order respecting rates from mines in Illinois, Kentucky and 
Tennessee to junction points in Tennessee and Kentucky 
modified. 

Modification of Rates from Brilliant and Blocton, Ala., to 
Kosciusko, Miss.—Order respecting rates from Brilliant and 
Blocton, Ala., to Kosciusko, Miss., modified. 


BY THE COMMISSION: 


In this proceeding the petitioners and certain parties 
defendant request certain modifications of our original 
opinion reported in 36 I. C. C., 401 (The Traffic World, 
Nov. 27, 1915, p. 1114). 

In the original report carriers were granted authority 
to continue rates on coal from mines in Illinois, Kentucky, 
Tennessee and Alabama to certain points on the Missis- 
sippi River, Gulf of Mexico and waters tributary thereto, 
and to certain common and junction points in interior 
Mississippi Valley territory lower than rates contempo- 
raneously applied to intermediate points, upon the condi- 
tion that the-rates to such intermediate points should 
not exceed rates named in the following scale: 


Per net ton. 
For distances not exceeding 250 miles not more than $1.45 
Exceeding 250 miles, but not exceeding 300 miles, not more 
than 
Exceeding 
than 
Exceeding : 
than 
Exceeding : 
than 
Exceeding : 
than 
Exceeding 
than 
Bxceeding 
than 
Exceeding ! 
than 
Exceeding £ 


All other and further relief from the provisions of the 
fourth section in respect to rates on bituminous coal to 
points in Mississippi Valley territory was denied by 


*This proceeding embraces complaints in—No. 4872, Browns- 
ville Cotton, Oil and Ice Co. vs. Louisville & Nashville R. R. 
Co.; No. 6311, H. C. Miller et al. vs. Illinois Central R. R. Co. 
et al.s and Fourth Section Applications Nos. 601 et seq. 
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Fourth Section Order No. 5234, effective March 1, 1916. 
By supplemental Fourth Section Order No. 5234, entered 
Feb. 14, 1916, the effective date of this order was post- 
poned to June 1, 1916, except in so far as it related to 
rates on bituminous coal from mines in Illinois and Ken- 
tucky to points on the lines of the Illinois Central Rail- 
road Co. north of Memphis, Tenn., and Grenada, Miss., 
and rates from mines in Alabama to points on the Ala- 
bama & Vicksburg Railway east of Jackson, Miss. 

In the same report the carriers, defendants to the com- 
plaints therein, were directed to establish rates to certain 
intermediate points which were found to be reasonable, 
including a rate of $1.25 per net ton on bituminous coal 
from Brilliant and Blocton, Ala., to Kosciusko, Miss. The 
effective date of the order requiring the establishment 
of this rate was also postponed to June 1, 1916. An ex- 
tension of the effective date of the orders in so far as 
they applied to other rates was denied. The rates in 
respect to which no postponement beyond March 1, 1916, 
was granted have been adjusted in compliance with the 
original order and these need not be further considered. 

In the carriers’ presentation of the evidence in support 
of their applications for relief from the fourth section 
respecting the rates involved, the territory north of that 
portion of the Memphis division of the Southern Railway 
extending from Corinth, Miss., to Memphis, Tenn., was 
dealt with separately, and to a certain extent the same 
method of procedure has been followed in their request 
for a modification of our original report in this matter. 
This is due largely to the closer proximity of the Alabama 
mines to the lower portion of Mississippi Valley territory 
and the great rivalry between the lines serving these 
mines and lines serving mines in Illinois and Kentucky 
which compete with the Alabama mines for the sale of 
coal in this territory. We shall therefore consider the 
two situations separately in this report. 


Points South of the Memphis Division of the Southern 
Railway. 


The Alabama mines have long contended that owing to 
the closer proximity of the Alabama mines to this ter- 
ritory and other conditions referred to more fully in the 
original report the rates from Illinois and Kentucky mines 
should be on a higher level than the rates from Alabama. 
The lines serving the northern mines heretofore have 
refused to recognize this contention and have insisted 
on a parity of rates except to certain junction points, 
where rates from Illinois and Kentucky are on a differ- 
ential basis of 15 cents over rates from Alabama. This 
has been a constant source of disagreement between the 
lines serving the two, territories of origin, however, and 
has finally resulted in complaint from the Alabama op- 
erators who have filed a petition to this Commission for 
the establishment of rates on a differential basis. This 
complaint is now pending; Galloway Coal Co. vs. A. G. 
S. R. R. Co., Docket No. 7702. 

In support of their petition for modification of the origi- 
nal report in this case petitioners point out that the ob- 
servance of the mileage scale prescribed by the Commis- 
sion would destroy such relationship as now obtains be- 
tween the rates from the various coal fields competing 
for the sale of coal in Mississippi Valley territory and 
prevent the establishment of uniform differentials, inas- 
much as the differentials would vary in proportion to the 
variations in distances from the several mines, and that 
the same result would follow the application of any mile- 
age scale of rates. It is also urged that observance of the 
mileage scale prescribed would compel radical reductions 
in their present rates to points in the Mississippi Valley 
and that the resulting rates would be lower than those 
obtaining generally in southeastern territory and other 
sections of the United States. They ask, therefore, that 
this order be modified so as to permit the revision of the 
present rates on a somewhat higher basis than is now 
authorized, and in such a way as to bring about a more 
appropriate relationship between the rates from compet- 
ing fields. They have submitted with this petition a state 
ment prepared by B. J. Rowe, coal traffic manager of the 
Illinois Central Railroad Co., showing the rates proposed 
from basing groups in Illinois, Kentucky and Alabama, 
hereinafter referred to as Rowe’s Exhibit No. 1, which 
it is asserted will bring about a more harmonious and 
equitable relation of rates between the several competing 
mines than it would be possible to obtain by strict ad- 


\ 


Vol. XVII, No. 28 


herence to the mileage scale of rates prescribed by the 
Commission, and have asked that they be allowed such 
measure of relief from the fourth section as will be neces- 
sary to permit them to establish the rates shown in this 
statement. 

There is such a multiplicity of rates and routes in- 
volved that we shall not undertake to recite all of them, 
but shall confine our discussion to the proposed changes 
to points on the Illinois Central, which are typical of the 
changes proposed to points on other lines under the gen- 
eral readjustment. There are a few special cases where 
conditions are shown to be somewhat different from those 
generally prevailing in Mississippi Valley territory, and 
these will be taken up separately hereafter. 

The following tables show the distances and present 
and proposed rates from mines in Illinois and Kentucky 
on the Illinois Central, from Brilliant, Ala., on the Illinois 
Central, and from group 4 Southern Railway mines in 
Alabama to New Orleans and intermediate points on the 
Illinois Central Railroad. 

Except where otherwise stated, rates are in cents per 
ton of 2,000 pounds. ; 


FROM ILLINOIS AND KENTUCKY MINES. 
Average Pres- Pro- 


distance, ent posed Reduc- 

To— miles. rate. rates. tions. Ine. 
pos a ee ee 306 

to : \ $1.60 $1.60 
Grenada, Miss., inclusive... 344 
ps OP ee 348 

to \ 1.80 1.70 $0.10 
Sawyer, Miss., inclusive.... ©364] 
ee, - DEM cov cdesevvsss 367 1.40 1.55 $0.15 
PP ors ee 370 | 

to \ 1.80 1.80 
Durant, Miss., inclIusive.... 397 
GOOGMeRM, BRIGG. ck... cciccccscs 405 ; 

to t 1.80 1.90 ee .10 
Tougaloo, Miss., inclusive... 448 J 
. ©. oss cect ey seas -455 1.75 1.90 15 
PG ,  aplcce ssn a¥iinwes 462 | 

to \ 1.95 2.00 anaes .05 
Hazlehurst, Miss., inclusive 489 \ 
Martinsville, Miss. ......... 494 

to 1.95 2.10 15 
Wesson, Miss., inclusive.. 501] 
Montgomery, Miss. ........ 505 | 

to + 2.00 2.10 eats .10 
Brookhaven, Miss., inclusive 509 J 
Cold Springs, Miss. .........617 2.10. 2,10 
Bogue Chitto, Miss. ........ 520} = 

to 5 Sie: 2m eer 10 
Chatawa, Miss., inclusive... 546 \ 
Osyka, Miss. ..... ap baling.» bites 550 

to 2.10 2.30 20 
Independence, La., inclusive 50 1 
TOG. BB. nic ntcce ceevsvic 580 

to 2.10 2.40 aoe .30 
La Branch, La., inclusive.. 619 J 
CO A aa eee 628 2.00 2.20 alets .20 
New Orleans, Ea. ....:.... 639 1.65 1.69 onan. Poe Xs 


FROM BRILLIANT, ALA., ON THE ILLINOIS CENTRAL 
R. R. AND SOUTHERN RY. GROUP 4 MINES IN ALA- 





BAMA. 
From Southern Ry. 
From Brilliant. Group 4. 
Pres- Pro- Pres- Pro- 
ent posed ent posed 
To— Miles, rates. rates. Miles. rates. rates. 
Ackerman, Miss. ........ 120 §=$1.45 7$1.30 139 (*) (*) 
McCool, Miss., to........ 134 1.80 71.35 153 (*) (*) 
Kosciusko, Miss., inc..... 152 1:80 71.35 171 (*) (*) 
McAdams, Miss. ......... 158 1.80 71.45 177 (*) (*) 
Po a | 167 1.80 71.50 186 (*) (*) 
Goodman, Miss., t0o...... 175 1.80 71.60 194 (*) (*) 
Tougaloo, Miss., inc...... 218 1.80 71.60 237 (*) (*) 
De Be. «¥dcceecee 225 1.45 +1.60 243 (*) (*) 
pe OR ee 232 1.95 71.70 250 (*) (*) 
Hazlehurst, Miss., inc... 259 - 1.95 71.70 277 (*) (*) 
Martinsville, Miss., to.... 264 1.95 71.80 282 (*) (*) 
Wesson, Miss., inc....... 271 1.95 71.80 289 (*) (*) 
Montgomery, Miss.,...... 275 2.00 71.80 293 (*) (*) 
Brookhaven, Miss. ...... 279 2.00 71.80 297 (*) (*) 
Cold Springs, Miss. ..... 287 2.10 71.80 305 (*) (*) 
Bogue Chitto, Miss., to.. 290 2.10 71.90 308 (*) (*) 
Chatawa, Miss., inc. .... 316 2.10 71.90 334 (*) (*) 
Osyka, Miss., to......... 320 2.10 72.00 338 (*) (*) 
Independence, La., inc... 346 2.10 72.00 364 (*) (*) 
Meteaw, Ee., (0. <...:--:- 3 2.10 2.10 368 (*) (*) 
La Branch, La., inc...... 389 2.10 2.10 407 (*) (*) 
pe OS Fae 398 2.00 71.90 416 (*) (*) 
New Orleans, La........ 409 1.40 1.40 427 (*) (*) 
*Same as from Brilliant. 
+Reduction. 
tIncreases. 


It will be observed that under the proposed readjust- 
ment rates from mines in Illinois and Kentucky to points 
south of Sawyer, Miss., will be increased from 5 to 30 
cents per ton, while the rates from Alabama mines will 
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be reduced from 10 to 45 cents, except at Jackson, where 
an increase of 15 cents is proposed. The latter increase 
has been authorized by amended order in Coal and Coke 
Rates in the Southeast, 35 I. C. C., 187 (The Traffic World, 
Aug. 21, 1915, p. 478). On the whole, it may be said that 
the general result of the proposed readjustment would 
be the same as reflected by the above tables. 

The following is a recapitulation prepared by the car- 
riers of changes in Rowe’s Exhibit No. 1 and the extent 
of the same in cents per ton: 


Cents Per Ton. 


District. 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 85 Total 
From Alabama: 
Reductions 112 243 143 232 70122 67 19 2@ 2 1,030 
Increases ..... $33 48 14 39 8 .. na tae - Fe 140 
No change ... .. ee aes | Reade pi ee ae Poe 442 
From Illinois and ah 
Kentucky: 
ROGHENGIEE. 53.00... ne BS SER ice he wip ws ee 170 
Increases ..... 109 262 120 275 22 98 121 24 .. .. 1 922 
No change ... .. hte e an - ae 520 


Total stations shown ‘in check, 1, 612. 


It will be seen that the changes made in the rates 
from Alabama are in the main reductions, while those 
made in rates from Illinois and Kentucky are mostly in- 
creases. 


It will be further observed from the above tables that’ 


at the present time rates from Illinois, Kentucky and 
Alabama mines are on a parity except to competitive 
points such as Winona, Jackson and New Orleans. Under 
the proposed adjustment there will be a differential gen- 
erally of about 30 cents in favor of the Alabama mines. 
In a few cases in northwestern Mississippi, where the 
distance from Illinois and Kentucky is approximately the 
same as the distance from the Alabama mines, there is 
no differential, and to points on the Yazoo & Mississippi 
Valley north of the Southern Railway in Mississippi the 
differentials in favor of Alabama are from 5 to 20 cents. 
To the greater part of the territory south of the Southern 
Railway in Mississippi, however, the differential in favor 
of the Alabama mines is 30 cents or more. The proposed 
rates are generally higher than the rates carriers are au- 
thorized to maintain to intermediate points under the 
scale prescribed in the original report. This scale was 
based largely upon rates found to be reasonable by the 
Commission in Coal and Coke Rates in the Southeast, 
supra, and with a view to establishing as reasonable a 
relationship of rates between the various points in this 
territory as it was possible to arrive at on the record 
before us, and with due regard to the findings of the 
Commission.in the above-mentioned case. The carriers 
in their petition for a modification of the original report 
in this matter maintain that observance of this scale 
would require the establishment of unreasonably low rates, 
and presented numerous exhibits of rates for similar dis- 
tances between other points in southeastern territory and 
between points in other sections of the United States in 
comparison with which the rates in the scale are shown 
to be low. These comparisons, where they consist of rates 
applying in territories where the transportation conditions 
are substantially similar to those prevailing in Mississippi 
Valley territory, are entitled to consideration, and they 
have been given full weight in the determination of this 
matter. We have, however, more appropriate comparisons 
in the rates in the same territory and to many of the 
points involved herein, which have been passed on and 
found reasonable by this Commission, and these must 
be given precedence over any comparative statements of 
rates between points in other sections of the country. By 
amended order in Coal and Coke Rates in the Southeast, 
supra, we authorized some additional increases to certain 
points in this territory, and it appears after careful ex- 
amination of the statement of proposed rates to points 
south of the Memphis division of the Southern Railway, 
that except in respect to some of the rates to points 
south of the line of the Mississippi Central where radical 
increases are proposed, the proposed readjustment will 
result in rates substantially in line with the increases 
authorized under the above-mentioned case. 

Upon further consideration of this matter, and in view 
of the peculiar conditions obtaining in this territory by 
reason of the rivalry of carriers serving competing mines 
in the states of Illinois, Kentucky and Alabama, and of 
the desirability of establishing rates relatively adjusted 
frem the several groups on a reasonably fair and equita- 
ble basis, we are of opinion that our previous order in 
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this case should be modified so as to permit the revision 
of the present rates as proposed by these applicants, ex- 
cept as hereinafter provided. The majority of the changes 
proposed involve reductions in the present rates. There 
are also a number of increases. However, in a revision 
as extensive as that to be made in this case, which 
involves practically all rates on coal in the territory lying 
between the Mississippi River and a line drawn from 
Paducah, Ky., through Paris and Milan, Tenn., to Jackson, 
Tenn., and thence to Mobile, Ala., along the line of the 
Mobile & Ohio Railroad to Mobile, Ala., and extending 
from the Ohio River on the north to the Gulf of Mexico 
on the south, where so many inconsistencies and discrimi- 
nations have existed, there must necessarily in a read- 
justment be changes in both directions, upward as well 
as downward. It should be understood, however, that we 
do not finally approve these increases. We merely find 
that the relationship proposed appears to be a reasonable 
one and that such measure of relief from the long-and- 
short-haul provision of the fourth section as is necessary 
to establish that relationship should be granted. All of 
the rates established under the permission herein granted 
are subject to complaint, investigation and correction if 
they conflict with any provision of the act. 

The exceptions referred to above apply in the main to 

the proposed rates to points south of the Alabama & 
Vicksburg Railway exclusive of points on the lines of 
the Gulf & Ship. Island, Mississippi Central and New 
Orleans Great Northern railroads. Typical examples of 
these rates are shown in the above tables of rates to 
points on the Illinois Central. 
_ It will be noted that it is proposed to increase the 
rates from mines in Illinois and Kentucky to stations 
south of Jackson, Miss., from 5 to 30 cents per ton, so 
that these rates, instead of exceeding rates at New Or- 
leans by from 30 to 45 cents per ton, as at present, would 
exceed the New Orleans rate by from 35 to 75 cents per 
ton. We cannot give approval to the relative adjustment 
of rates that would be produced by the establishment 
of the proposed basis. Authority to make the general 
revision proposed will therefore be granted upon the con- 
dition that rates to intermediate points, except stations 
on the lines of the Gulf & Ship Island, Mississippi Central 
and New Orleans Great Northern, shall not exceed the 
following scale: 


Per Net Ton 
For distances not exceeding 300 miles, not more than...... $1.65 
Exceeding 300 miles, but not exceeding Ree 1.70 
Exceeding 325 miles, but not exceeding 350 miles.......... 1.75 
Exceeding 350 miles, but not exceeding 400 miles.......... 1.80 
Exceeding 400 miles, but not exceeding 450 miles.......... 1.90 
Exceeding 450 miles, but not exceeding 500 miles.......... 2.00 
Exceeding 500 miles, but not exceeding 550 miles.......... 2.10 
Exceeding 500 miles, but not exceeding 600 miles.......... 2.20 
Exceeding 600 miles, but not exceeding 650 miles.......... 2.25 


Many of the rates proposed by petitioners to interme- 
diate points as set forth in Rowe’s Exhibit No. 1, herein- 
before referred to, are lower than this scale. This ex- 
hibit is worked out in great detail and shows the proposed 
rates, on a group basis, to practically all points in Mis- 
sissippi Valley territory from basing groups of mines in 
the states of Illinois, Kentucky and Alabama. It is, there- 
fore, a voluminous document which we shall not reproduce 
in this report. However, the petitioners will be required 
by the order entered herein to establish rates to inter- 
mediate points not exceeding those proposed in the said 
exhibit. The distance scale is intended for general appli- 
cation, and is used only because the large number of 
rates and routes involved make it impracticable to pre- 
scribe maximum rates to all intermediate points by any 
other method. 


Rates to Points on the Mississippi Central, Gulf & Ship 
Island, and New Orleans Great Northern. 


In: the original report the scale of rates prescribed to 
the intermediate points applied to all lines in Mississippi 
Valley territory, including the carriers named above. 
These carriers are also parties to the joint application 
for modification of this scale, but in addition each of them 
has filed a special petition for further relief from the 
fourth section. In addition to the general grounds upon 
which further relief is prayed in the joint petition, these 
applicants assert that they are comparatively new lines 
operating through sparsely populated and largely unde- 
veloped sections of country, and that they do not reach 
any of the mines from which coal is shipped to Mississippi 
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Valley territory and have no part in the establishment 
of rates to competitive points, but are forced to meet 
such rates as are made via the older and stronger com- 
petitors in order to obtain a small part of the coal traffic 
to the competitive points. 

The following table show rates from group 4 Southern 
Railway mines in Alabama to most of the compétitive 
points reached by these lines and the rates they desire 
to maintain: to intermediate points: 

RATES FROM GROUP 4 SOUTHERN RY. MINES TO MISSIS- 

SIPPI CENTRAL STATIONS VIA HATTIESBURG, MISS. 


Pres- Pro- 
ent posed Reduc- 


To— Miles. rates. rates. tions. Inc. 
re Dee, We sicsvcvecee 271 «$2.15 $1.95 $0.20 ~y 
CORN EOE, PEIMG., Ming is 0 Sees vies 343 2.15 1.95 .20 
rn? See; CO. ness dope pence 354 2.35 2.05 .30 
Pe. Me, esgecwss ee 384 2.35 2.05 .30 
MeMillan, Miss., to ........... 394 2.35 2.05 .30 
Washington, Miss., inc........ 406 2.35 2.05 .30 
St. Catharine, Miss. .......... 410 2.20 2.05 15 
SOD, - DONO oo nase sberies ene 414 1.60 71.50 .10 


*Water competitive point. 
tRate via Y. & M. V. 


FROM SOUTHERN RY. GROUP 4 MINES VIA JACKSON, 
MISS., TO GULF & SHIP ISLAND R. R. STATIONS. 
Pres- Pro- 
ent posed Reduc- : 
To— Miles. rates. rates. tions. Inc. 


Se ee eee oe 256 $1.95 $1.80 $0.15 
Riverside, Miss., inc. ......... 338 1.95 1.80 15 ee 
Hattiesburg, Miss., ........... 340 1.50 71.60 Pear: $0.10 
Palmer, -“Miss., tO ...ccccccvees 344 1.95 1.90 .05 Sars 
Brooklyn, Miss., inc. ......... 361 =1.95 1.90 .05 
SERS CO esi vis cccrce ses 367 1.95 1.95 

Bayou Bernard, Miss., inc.... 407 1.95 1.95 

Ce, Ws) caca cs tsws caces 411 1.40 71.40 


*Rate via New Orleans & Northeastern. 
yRate via Louisville & Nashville. 


FROM SOUTHERN RY. GROUP 4 MINES VIA SOUTHERN 
RY., COLUMBUS, MOBILE & OHTO, MERIDIAN, ALA- 
BAMA & VICKSBURG, AND JACKSON, TO STATIONS 
ON THE NEW ORLEANS GREAT NORTHERN R. R. 


Pres- Pro- 
ent posed Reduc- 


To— Miles. rates. rates. tions. Ine. 
i ON” fa cau'sds dca ee Gee 281 $1.95 $1.70 $0.25 gies 
Marmara, -BEiNs., 0... 2. csvccsees 289 1.95 1.80 -15 
C5 SO koe cc neces 323 1.95 1.80 .15 
Se I OD en's ct nee sene 325 1.95 1,90 .05 
Columbia, Miss.. inc. ......... 360 1.95 1.90 .05 
Jamestown, Miss., to.......... 361 2.10 1.90 .20 
i Me eccoke de cenomes 374 2.10 1.90 .20 
Pr eee 376 2.10 2.00 .10 
ER VMS oa a 58 re 6e'iag 396 2.10 2.00 10 
NO SS re ee 398 2.10 2.10 5 Ne 
ee, ee OO kd cn cecepwe 410 2.10 2.10 time or 
POV IINO, TM. ccccccccvcccsies 416 2.00 2.10 meas $0.10 
ED, EM enc 55 9.3 6-n0 0 ON b4 eS 426 *1.40 *1.40 re cis 


*Rate via New Orleans & Northeastern. 


The principal competitors of applicants’ lines are the 
Illinois Central and New Orleans & Northeastern, and 
below is a statement showing comparative statistics for 
the year ending June 30, 1915, of these three applicants 
and the competing lines named: 


N. O. & N. O. G. & 
ZL. &. N. E. M. C. G.N. S. 1. 
Average miles ope- 
PED a veuncnsed<e 4,770.03 *195.90 164 284.60 307.56 
‘ 7203.73 
Freight density, 
| AAS Ae 41,576,952 1,997,232 101,707 280,589 260,912 
Passenger density.. 138,546 111,973 31,225 51,975 36,91 
Average distance 
freight hauled, 
SEE * schon oes cscs $240.25 148.11 34.02 76.90 67.94 
Average rate per 
ton per mile, 
ES ee See 5.91 6.45 32.08 14.7 15.9 


Average freight- 

train load, tons. 1444.58 460.72 189.43 346.49 305.48 
Operating revenues 

per mile of road.$13,021.20 $17,112.00 $4,704.00 $5,622.00 $5,309.00 
Total operating ex- 

penses per mile 

2... eer $10,057.63 $12,970.00 $3,061.00 $3,693.00 $3,612.00 
Net operating reve- 

nues per mile of 


See a ee oe $2,963.57 $4,142.00 $1,643.00 $1,929.00 $1,697.03 
Operating ratio, per 

SE io Ls yarns « & ots. 77.24 75.80 65.07 65.70 68.00 

*Freight. 

7 Passenger. 


tRevenue freight. 


It will be seen from the above figures that in every 
traffic and financial essential the applicants are consider- 
ably weaker than the lines with which they compete. 
The conditions reflected by this comparison are proper 
matters for consideration in determining the measure of 
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relief that should be afforded the applicants in meeting © 


the rates in effect via their stronger competitors, and 
entitle them to a greater measure of relief than would 
be granted were conditions more equal. It will be ob- 
served that many of the proposed rates to intermediate 
points are substantially less than the present rates. 

Upon. further consideration of the applications of these 
three carriers in the light of the additional facts sub- 
mitted we are of opinion and find that the original order 
should be modified and that these applicants should be 
allowed to establish rates on the basis proposed in Rowe’s 
Exhibit No. 1, or as modified by their individual applica- 
tions, for a period of two years, and the original order 
will be amended accordingly. 


; Greenville and Vicksburg, Miss. 


In the original report, carriers were authorized to con- 
tinue rates from mines in Illinois and Kentucky to Green- 
ville and Vicksburg, Miss., lower than to intermediaie 
points to meet the conditions created at those points by 
the movement of water-borne coal from Pittsburgh dis- 
trict and western Kentucky. At the hearing applicants 
stated that the rate to Greenville from the basing groups 
of Alabama mines, which at that time was $1.10, would 
be increased to $1.25. The rates to intermediate points 
did not exceed that figure. Fourth section relief was, 
therefore, unnecessary and none was granted. It is now 
proposed to increase the rates from group 4 on the South- 
ern Railway in Alabama to intermediate points as follows, 
with corresponding increases from related groups, and 
carriers ask to be allowed to make these increases and 
to continue the rate of $1.25 at Greenville’“to meet the 
water competition at that point: 


FROM GROUP 4 SOUTHERN RY. MINES TO SOUTHERN RY. 
IN MISSISSIPPI STATIONS. 


Present Proposed In- 

Miles. rates. rates. creases. 

Creasone, Mins., to......%; 167 $1.25 $1.35 $0.10 

Moorehead, Miss., inclusive 214 1.25 1.35 .10 

po i a Een 219 1.25 1.45 .20 

Stoneville, Miss., inclusive 240 1.25 1.45 .20 
Greenville, Miss. .......... 249 1.25 1.25 


The rate from Alabama mines to Vicksburg at the time 
of the hearing was $1.45, and the rate to intermediate 
points, except to Jackson, Miss., was $1.60. Applicants 
stated that the Vicksburg rate and the Jackson rate 
would be increased to $1.60, which would remove the 
fourth section departure, and no relief was granted. How- 
ever, these proposed increases were held unreasonable in 
Coal and Coke Rates in the Southeast, supra. By supple- 
mental order applicants have been authorized to increase 
the rate to Jackson to $1.60. Jackson is 49 miles east of 
and intermediate to Vicksburg, but applicants did not ask 
for a modification of the order entered in Coal and Coke 
Rates in the Southeast in so far as the rate to Vicksburg 
was concerned, because, they asserted, that the compe- 
tition of the water carriers at that point is such as to 
require the continuance of the rate of $1.45, and they ask 
that they be allowed to continue this rate while charging 
the rate of $1.60 per ton to Jackson and other intermediate 
points, as shown in the following table: 


RATES FROM GROUP 4 SOUTHERN RY. MINES IN ALA- 
BAMA TO STATIONS ON THE ALABAMA & VICKSBURG 


RY. 

Average Pro- 
distance Present posed In- 
To— (miles). rates, rates. creases. 
Newton, Bilas. .......<cie 210 $1.45 $1.45 a 
Lawrence, Miss. .......... 214 1.45 1.60 $0.15 
RG SE — 6a% cle 66 44 a%, 000 220 1.45 1.60 15 
| (ee 228 1.45 1.60 15 
Raworth, Miss. .......:..: 234 1.45 1.60 15 
epee ape 239 1.45 1.60 15 
Clarksburg, Miss. ........ 244 1.45 1.60 15 
Pelahatchie, Miss. ........ 248 1.45 1.60 15 
“Ae 255 1.45 1.60 15 
Bram@onm, Mine: °...\.. 050% 260 1.45 1.60 15 
Greenfield, Miss. ......... 264 1,45 1.60 16 
SR ei i tne ame 269 1.45 1.60 15 
CO, BEE. 6 occa cnins se 270 1.45 1.60 15 
oR Se eR ere 279 1.60 1.60 oS 

Newman, Miss., inclusive. 311 1.60 1.60 

Vicksburg, Miss. .......... 319 1.45 1.45 


In the original report we found that the movement of 
water-borne coal to Greenville and Vicksburg was in such 
volume as to influence the rates of the rail lines to these 
points, and relief was granted lines from Illinois and 
Kentucky mines to continue lower rates to those cities 
than to intermediate points on this account. Similar re- 
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lief would have been granted the lines from the Alabma 
mines except for the reasons above stated. 

The rates which applicants desire to continue to the 
river points are low rates, and rates to intermediate 
points, except points on the Alabama & Vicksburg east 
of Greenfield, Miss., are not unreasonable either relatively 
or per se. Under the circumstances, therefore, the ap- 
plicants herein are entitled to relief in these situations, 
and our original order will be amended so as to permit 
the establishment of rates as proposed, except as herein- 
after noted. It will be observed that it is proposed to 
charge higher rates to points on the Alabama & Vicks- 
burg Railway west of Newton, Miss., than to Vicksburg, 
and that to Jackson and points east thereof the proposed 
rate is 15 cents per ton higher than the present rate. 
The rates proposed to some of these points east of Jack- 
son are higher than rates for like distances to points 
similarly situated on other lines. We cannot, therefore, 
approve this relationship, and authority to continue the 
rate of $1.45 to Vicksburg will be granted upon condition 
that rates from Southern Railway group 4 mines in Ala- 
bama and groups taking the same rates to these points 
intermediate thereto shall not exceed those shown in the 
following table: 


RATES F'ROM ee GROUP 4 MINES IN ALA- 
MA, 


A 
Per Per 
To— net ‘ton. . To— net ton 
Lawrence, Miss. to....... $1.45 Piven. BESS. ....0:008% $1.55 
Morton, Miss., inc........ 1.45 Greenfield, Miss. ........ 1.60 
Clarksburg, Miss., to.... 1.50 Pearson, Miss., to...... 1.60 
Pelahatchie, Miss., inc... 1.50 Newman, Miss., inc...... 1.60 
pe ee a ee 1.55 
Slidell, La. 


Slidell, as pointed out in the original report, is located 
on an arm of Lake Pontchartrain, 26 miles north of New 
Orleans. The rates to Slidell from the mines in the 
several states referred to above have been made the 
same as to New Orleans. In justification of this situation 
carriers asserted that this basis of rates was necessary 
in order to meet the competition created by the movement 
of water-borne coal to Slidell, but at the hearing no testi- 
mony in support of this contention was introduced, and 
authority to continue the lower rates to Slidell than to 
intermediate points was denied. It now appears that there 
is an actual movement of coal by water to this point 
from mines in Alabama and that it is necessary for the 
carriers to maintain the New Orleans basis of rates to 
this point in order effectively to meet the competition of 
water lines. The original order in this case will there- 
fore be amended so as to authorize the same relief in 
respect to rates to Slidell as to New Orleans, La. 


Points North of the Memphis Division of the Southern 
‘ Railway. 

In the original report we authorized the carriers serv- 
ing mines in eastern Kentucky and Tennessee, and other 
lines leading to Memphis not specifically dealt with in 
the report, to continue lower rates to Memphis than to 
intermediate points provided that the rates to interme- 
diate points not more than an average of 175 miles from 
the basing groups of mines should not exceed $1.25 per 
ton, and that rates to points more than 175 miles distant 
should not exceed $1.25 by more than 5 cents per ton 
for each additional 25 miles or fraction thereof. 

Under the general relief granted circuitous lines, car- 
riers whose lines were not less than 15 per cent longer 
than the direct lines to Jackson, Martin, McKenzie, Union 
City, and other junction points in Tennessee were author- 
ized to meet the rates of direct lines and to maintain 
higher rates to intermediate points, providing the rates 
to intermediate points did not exceed the scale hereinbe- 
fore referred to. Certain of the carriers serving Memphis 
and the junction points above mentioned now ask for 
authority to maintain higher rates to points intermediate 
thereto than were authorized in the original report, and 
in some eases authority is sought by lines whose routes 
are less than 15 per cent longer than the direct routes 
to the above junction points to charge higher rates to 
intermediate points. The rates prescribed as the maxi- 
mum rates that may be charged to points intermediate to 
Memphis compare favorably with rates prescribed by the 
Commission in Coal and Coke Rates in the Southeast, 
Supra, from many of the same mines to junction points in 
fennessee for hauls of substantially the same length, and 
are in harmony with rates prescribed by the Commission 


THE TRAFFIC WORLD | 1195 


in other cases involving rates in the same territory. No 
good reason appears, therefore, why we should modify 
our original finding in respect to these rates, and no 
modification will be made. 

To Jackson and other junction points in Tennessee and 
Kentucky, however, we are of the opinion that carriers 
whose lines are not less than 15 per cent longer than the 
direct lines from the same or competing mines in Illinois, 
Kentucky and Tennessee should be allowed authority to 
meet the rates of the direct lines and to maintain rates 
to intermediate points on the same basis that they have 
been uathorized to maintain rates to points intermediate 
to Memphis. That is to say, that to points not more 
than 175 miles from the basing groups of mines not more 
than $1.25 per ton, and 5 cents additional for each addi- 
tional 25 miles or fraction thereof. We adhere to our 
original decision that no sufficient justification has been 
shown for granting relief to carriers whose lines are less 
than 15 per cent longer than the direct lines. 


Hickman, Ky. 


Hickman is situated on the Mississippi River just north 
of the Kentucky-Tennessee state line. It is the western 
terminus of the main line of the Nashville division of the 
Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Ry., which extends west 
from Nashville, Tenn. The present rate from mines in 
eastern Tennessee on the Nashville, Chattanooga & St. 
Louis is $1.25 per ton to Hickman. Rates to intermediate 
points grade up to $1.50 per ton. At the hearing the 
Nashville, Chattanooga & St. Louis stated that the Hick- 
man rate would be increased to $1.50, thereby removing 
the fourth section departure. Fourth section relief was 
accordingly denied. The applicant now asks that it be 
allowed to continue the rate of $1.25 and to maintain 
higher rates to intermediate points. In justification, it 
is urged that Hickman is a river point, but it is admitted 
that there has been no movement of coal by water to 
Hickman for many years and that there are no actual 
competitive conditions prevailing at Hickman which re- 
quire the maintenance of the $1.25 rate. The mere fact 
that Hickman is a river point is not sufficient to justify 
lower rates to that point than to intermediate stations, 
and the relief prayed will therefore be denied. 


Kosciusko, Miss. 


There were considered in the original report in this 
proceding numerous complaints attacking rates on coal 
to many of the intermediate points involved. Our findings 
in these cases have been complied with except with re- 
spect to rates from Brilliant and Blocton, Ala., to Kosci- 
usko, involved in complaint No. 6311, Miller vs. I. C. R. R. 
Co. In this case we prescribed as reasonable for the 
future a rate of $1.25 per ton from the points named to 
Kosciusko. The defendants asked that this be changed 
and proposed in lieu thereof a rate of $1.35 per ton. Our 
original finding as to the reasonableness of this rate was 
based upon the fact that the existing rates to Kosciusko 
were unreasonable in comparison with rates found reason- 
able by the Commission in Coal and Coke Rates in the 
Southeast, supra, to more distant points to which Kosci- 
usko is intermediate. By supplemental order in that 
case we have permitted certain increases in rates to these 
points, including Jackson, Miss., to which point the rate 
will be increased from $1.45 to $1.60. The average dis- 
tance to Jackson from Brilliant and Blocton is 248 miles, 
and to Kosciusko, 175 miles. Upon consideration of all 
the facts of record and of the additional increases per- 
mitted by the Commission in rates to points in this ter- 
ritory, we are of opinion that our original finding in this 
matter that the rate from Brilliant and Blocton to Kosci- 
usko should not exceed $1.25 should be modified and a 
maximum rate of $1.35 be prescribed in lieu thereof. 

Appropriate orders will be entered. 


REOPENING DENIED 


The Commission has denied the application of the New 
York Central, Erie, Lehigh Valley and New York, On- 
tario & Western for the reopening of the hard coal case so 
that they might show the necessity for putting in higher 
rates than were allowed by the Commission through the 
Albany gateway into New England. 
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‘LIVE STOCK BILL{OF, LADING 


No. 59.—October Term, 1915. 

Cincinnati,, New Orleans & Texas )In Error to the Su- 
Pacific Railway Co., Plaintiff in | preme Court of the 
Error, vs. D. F. and T. C. Rankin. State of Tennessee. 

[May 22, 1916.] 
Mr. Justice McReynolds delivered the opinion of the court. 


Defendants in error, experienced shippers, on Nov. 6, 
1911, delivered to plaintiff railway at Danville, Ky., a 
car of mules, nineteen of which they owned, for trans- 
portation to Atlanta, Ga. They signed and accepted a 
through bill of lading, the pertinent portions of which 
follow: 

“Contract for Limited Liability in the Transportation of 
Live Stock at Reduced Rates.” 


“3. Limit of value. That this agreement is subject to 
the following terms and conditions, which the said shipper 
accepts as just and reasonable, and which he admits hav- 
ing read and having had explained to him by the agent 
of the said carrier, viz.: 

“That the published freight rates on live stock of said 
carrier are, in all cases, based on the following maximum 
calculations, which are as high as the profit in the freight 
rates will admit of the carrier assuming responsibility for: 


“Horses or mules, not exceeding $75 each. 


“That the tariff regulations of said carrier provide that 
for every increase of one hundred per cent, or fraction 
thereof, in the above valuations, there shall be an increase 
of fifty per cent in the freight rate; and that the said 
shipper in order to avail himself of said published freight 
rates, agrees that said carrier shall not, in any case of 
loss or damage to said live stock, be liable for any sum 
in excess of the actual value of said stock at the place 
and date of shipment, nor for any amount in excess of 
the values stated above, which are hereby agreed to be 
not less than the just and true values of the animals, un- 
less an additional amount is herein stated and paid for. 

“4. Guaranteed freight rate. That the rate of freight 
guaranteed by said carrier, in view of the above stipulated 
valuations is $——— per from ——- ——- to and 
that said shipper accepts this rate of freight, and agrees 
to pay same at destination in connection with the charges 
advanced by said carrier, as indicated above, and any 
other legitimate charges which said carrier may advance 
for account of said shipper between point of shipment 
and destination for feed, water, etc.” 

A wreck occurred at Dayton, Tenn.; some of the ani- 
mals were killed; others were injured and afterward sold 
by plaintiff in error; and shippers brought this suit in 
the Circuit Court of Hamilton county, Tennessee, to re- 
cover $4,750—$250 per head. 

The declaration contains two counts. The first—a com- 
mon law count on a general contract of affreightment— 
alleges delivery with agreement to pay full freight charges 
and that the carrier accepted and agreed to transport 
safely, but failed so to do. The second sets up execution 
and delivery of the bill of lading annexed as an exhibit, 
but declares shippers knew nothing of the limited liability 
provision therein; and, further, “that the whole of said 
paper, and especially the $75 limitation, is void and of 
no effect and is ‘not operative or binding on them or 
either of them,” and because (1) executed in Kentucky, 
under whose laws it is void, (2) unreasonable and unjust, 
(3) no other contract of transportation was offered and 
shippers were not aware that the transportation was to 
take place at reduced rates and under stipulations for 
limited liability, (4) there was no consideration, (5) the 
parties were not on equal terms. It also denounces as 
untrue statements in clause 3 of the bill concerning pub- 
lished freight rates and tariff regulations. 

The railway filed nine pleas, two general—‘“not guilty” 
and “that it did not breach the contract of carriage” as 
alleged—and seven special ones. Among other things, 
the company avers in the latter: That it had duly filed 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission and had pub- 
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lished and kept open for inspection schedules of joint 


_ tates between Danville, Ky., and Atlanta; they contained 


classifications of freight in force and stated separately 
all terminal and other charges and provided that carload 
rates upon horses and mules where valued not above $75 
each should be $95 per car and for every increase of one 
hundred per cent or fraction thereof there should be an 
increase of fifty per cent in rate; plaintiffs knew the 
company’s freight rate was based upon specified values 
and that it stood ready to transport at increased valua- 
tion and rate, and, knowing these facts, they declared 
the value specified and thereby obtained the cheaper rate 
of $95 per car. That the receipt or bill of lading duly 
signed by shippers fixes a maximum value; contains defi- 
nite recitals (set out above) in respect of rates, etc., 
and “with all the provisions thereof, is valid and binding 
upon the plaintiffs and the defendant when applied io 
interstate shipments which are governed by the acts of 
Congress of Feb. 4, 1887, and June 29, 1906, and defend- 
ant pleads and relies upon the same as a complete bar 
to any recovery (in excess of $75) for such mules as 
were actually killed and such ones as were actually dam- 
aged to the amount of $75.” 

Issue being joined, the case was tried to a jury. D. F. 
Rankin, testifying for himself, declared the mules were 
worth from $230 to $240 each; described the circum- 
stances surrounding shipment, identified exhibited bill of 
lading as signed and accepted by him, but stated he 
did not read it and nothing was said about rates and 
that he was not aware of the $75 limitation; admitted 
he had shipped stock over same route before, paying $95 
per car, and asserted he had seen no printed tariff rates 
from Danville to Atlanta. The bill so identified was 


‘treated throughout the trial as properly in evidence; but 


no duly filed and applicable rate schedules were pre- 
sented, nor did the railway introduce any evidence io 
support its special pleas. 

The trial judge held: 

“The one controlling point in this case is as to whether 
or not there is a presumption in favor of the defendant’s 
compliance with the law whereby it seeks by its action 
to escape from liability. 

“There is no doubt in the mind of the court but that if 
the railroad were charged with a violation of the pro- 
visions of the Interstate Commerce act, a presumption 
in favor of its compliance would arise; but where the 
railroad, as in this case sets up, as a matter of defense, 
its compliance with the provisions of that act, the court 
is of the opinion that there is no presumption in its 
favor and that the burden of proof is on the defendant 
to show a substantial compliance with the provisions of 
the act. 

“It therefore follows that under the facts in this case, 
the undisputed facts and the decisions of our courts on 
this subject, that the court is of the opinion that the 
contract in this case is invalid and the question goes to 
the jury as to the negligence of the defendant on this 
shipment of stock.” 

And he charged the jury: 

“If you find from the proof in this case that the plaintiff 
did deliver in good condition 19 mules to the defendant 
to be transported to Atlanta, Ga., and that there was an 
accident, a collision on the railroad, then the burden is 
upon the railway company to show that it has not been 
guilty of any negligence. 

“If the defendant company shows you by the greater 
weight or the preponderance of the evidence its freedom 
from negligence, then the plaintiff is not entitled to 
recover. 


“If you reach the conclusion that the plaintiff has made 
out his case and is entitled to recover for the value of 
the 19 mules, then he would be entitled to recover the 
value of the mules at the place of their destination, in 
this case, Atlanta, Ga., according to their value, at the 
time they would have been delivered but for the neg- 
ligence of the carrier, less whatever transportation charges 
there would have been on this car of stock. 

“It is also in the discretion of the jury to award in- 
terest on any recovery from the time of the loss up to the 
present time.” 

: “Negligence is the want or lack of exercise of 
that degree of care which the particular circumstances 
demand. In this case the carrier is held to the highest 
degree of care for the safe transportation of the animals.” 
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June 8, 1916 


Judgment upon a verdict for $4,180—$220 per head— 
and $328.82 interest, was affirmed by the Court of Civil 
Appeals, and the Supreme Court approved this action 
without opinion. 

The Court of Civil Appeals inter alia declared: 

“It hardly appears debatable to us, that it was incum- 
bent upon the railroad company, in this case, in the 
present state of the pleadings, to show by proof that it 
had met the requirements of the Interstate Commerce act, 
and this burden it failed to-carry, and having failed to do 
so, it cannot rely upon presumption. 

“Having reached this conclusion, it remains to be de- 
termined what are the rights and liabilities of these par- 
iies, under the contract of carriage in this case. There 
being nothing in the record to show that the rate of 
freight charged by the company was approved and au- 
thorized by the Interstate Commerce Commission, we 
must determine the rights of these parties upon the theory 
that no such rate was ever filed with the Commission, 
or approved or authorized by it, and that the rate and 
contract made in this case was without the authority and 
outside of the act of Congress, invoked by this defendant; 
or, in other words so far as the Interstate Commerce act 
is concerned, this railroad company has made the con- 
iract in violation of its provisions. ; 

“There is no proof that the railroad company had any 
other rate than the one charged plaintiffs for this ship- 
ment between Danville, Ky., and Atlanta, Ga. There is 
no proof that it offered to plaintiff, at the time it issued 
to them its bill of lading, a contract with unlimited lia- 
bility, or, in other words, a common law liability. 

«|. If the company had any other rate than the 
one it agreed for the transportation of this freight, it 
did not disclose that fact to the shipper nor did it have 
any rate whatever posted in, or about, its office. If it 
had a shipping contract with unlimited liability it did 
not choose between the two, and, from the undisputed 
facts developed in this record, it is clear to our minds 
this contract is void and the limited liability clause therein 
cannot be relied upon by the company as a bar to the 
recovery of full value of each animal shipped. If, how- 
ever, the defendant had shown, by proof, that the rate 
charged by it for this freight had been filed with and 
approved by the Interstate Commerce Commission, and 
that it had posted the rate as required by the act of 
Congress, then a rate of freight based upon the valuation 
fixed in the bill of lading would have limited plaintiffs’ 
right to recover to the value fixed in the contract.” 

Plaintiff in error maintains, first, that not having been 
negligent, it is not liable for any sum; and, second, that 
in any event it is protected by a valid limitation in the 
bill of lading. 

Counsel concede liability of a common carrier under the 
long-recognized common law rule not only for negligence 
but also as an insurer and that unless the Carmack 
amendment (copied in margin) has changed this rule the 
railway is responsible for damages not exceeding specified 
value. But they insist that in Adams Express Co. vs. 
Croninger, 226 U. S., 491, we held this amendment re- 
stricts a carrier’s liability to loss “caused by it.” And, 
consequently, they say, the trial court erred when it 
charged: “In this case the carrier is held to the highest 
degree of care for the safe transportation of the animals.” 

Construing the Carmack amendment, we said through 
Mr. Justice Lurton in the case cited (pp. 506-507): “The 
liability thus imposed is limited to ‘any loss, injury or 
damage caused by it or a succeeding carrier to whom the 
property may be delivered,’ and plainly implies a liability 
for some default in its common law duty as a common 
carrier.” Properly understood, neither this nor any other 
of our opinions holds that this amendment has changed 

“That any common carrier, railroad or transportation com- 
puny receiving property for transportation from a point in one 
iate to a point in another state shall issue a receipt or bill 
of jading therefor and shall be liable to the lawful holder 
‘thereof for any loss, damage or injury to such property caused 
by it or by any common carrier, railroad or transportation com- 
bauny to which such property may be delivered or over whose 
line or lines such property may pass, and no contract, receipt, 
iule or regulation shall exempt such common carrier, railroad 
ov transportation company from the liability hereby imposed: 
vovided, That nothing in this section shall deprive any holder 
such receipt or bill of lading of any remedy or right of ac- 


which he has under existing law. * * (Ch. 3591, 34 
Stat. 584, 595.) 


‘he common law doctrine theretofore approved by us in 
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respect of a carrier’s liability for loss occurring on its 
own line. 

The state courts treating the bill of lading as properly 
in evidence, undertook to determine its validity and effect. 
We need, not, therefore, consider the mooted questions 
of pleading. The shipment being interstate, rights and. 
liabilities of the parties depend upon acts of Congress, 
the bill of lading and common law rules as accepted and 
applied in federal tribunals. Cleveland & St. Louis Ry. 
vs. Dettlebach, 239 U. S., 588; Southern Express Co. vs. 
Byers, 240 U. S., 612, and cases cited; Southern Ry. Co. 
vs. Prescott, 240 U. S., 632. 

We cannot assent to the theory apparently adopted be- 
low that the interpretation and effect of a bill of lading 
issued by a railroad in connection with an interstate ship- 
ment present no federal question unless there is affirma- 
tive proof showing actual compliance with the Interstate 
Commerce act. It cannot be assumed, merely because 
the contrary has not been established by proof, that an 
interstate carrier is conducting its affairs in violation of 
law. Such a carrier must comply with strict require- 
ments of. the federal statutes or become subject to heavy 
penalties, and in respect of transactions in the ordinary 
course of business it is entitled to the presumption of 
right conduct. The law “presumes that every man, in 
his private and official characer, does his duty, until the 
contrary is proved; it will presume that all things are 
rightly done, unless the circumstances of the case over- 
turn this presumption, according to the maxim, omnia 
presumuntur rite et solemniter esse acta, donec probetur 
contrarium.” Bank of the United States vs. Dandridge, 
12 Wheat., 64, 69-70; Knox County vs. Ninth National. 
Bank, 147 U. S., 91, 97; Maricopa & Phoenix R. R. vs. 
Arizona, 156 U. S., 347, 351; Sun Printing & Publishing 
Assn. vs. Moore, 183 U..S., 642, 649. 

Under our former opinions the settled doctrine is that 
where alternate rates fairly based upon valuation are 
offered a railroad may limit its liability by special con- 
tract. Pierce Co. vs. Wells Fargo & Co., 236 U. S., 278, 283. 

The essential choice of rates must be made to appear 
before a carrier can successfully claim the benefit of 
‘such a limitation and relief from full liability. And as 
no interstate rates are lawful unless duly filed with the 
Commission, it may become necessary for the carrier to 
prove its schedules in order to make out the requisite 
choice. But where a bill of lading, signed by both parties, 
recites that lawful alternate rates based on specified 
values were offered, such recitals constitute admissions 
by the shipper and sufficient prima facie evidence of 
choice. If in such a case the shipper wishes to contradict 
his own admissions, the burden of proof is upon him. 
York Co. vs. Central R. R., 3 Wall. 107, 113; the Dela- 
ware, 14 Wall., 579, 601; Hart vs. Pennsylvania Railroad, 
112 U. S., 331, 337; Cau vs. Texas & Pacific Ry., 194 
U. S., 427, 431; Squire vs. New York Central R. R. Co., 
98 Mass., 239, 248; Wabash R. R. Co. vs. Curtis, 134 II. 
App., 409, 412; Hutchinson on Carriers, 3d ed., sec. 475. 

The bill of lading in question is plainly entitled “Con- 
tract for Limited Liability in the Transportation of Live 
Stock at Reduced Rates” and contains the conspicuous 
provisions concerning published rates, tariff regulations, 
choice offered the shipper and limit upon the carrier’s 
liability, etc., above set out. In view of these recitals 
and admissions, the limitation of liability must be treated 
as prima facie valid, and, consequently, the trial court 
erred in holding it void as a matter of law and permitting 
a recovery for full value of the animals. 

The judgment below is reversed and the cause remanded 
to the Supreme Court of Tennessee for further proceed- 
ings not inconsistent with this opinion. Reversed. 


LAKE CARGO COAL RATES 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


What may be a far-reaching precedent was established 
at an adjourned hearing in the Lake Cargo coal rate case 
May 31 when the Commission denied the demand, made 
by Francis B. James, counsel for. intervening West Vir- 
ginia operators, that the Pittsburgh Coal €o. produce the 
contract existing between it and the United States Steel 
Corporation. In it the coal company obligated itself to 
furnish coal, for a period of twenty-five years, to the Steel 
corporation or its nominees, for figures supposed to be 








, 
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exceptionally low. James not only demanded the produz- 
tion of the contract, but also information as to the number 
of tons furnished by reason of its existence. 

James desired the contract to enable him to show, as 
he claimed, that the coal company’s profits have been 
dwindling, if they have, not by reason of relatively high 
rates the Pittsburgh company pays, but because it has 
been selling coal to the Steel corporation at low prices. 
He wanted to use the contract as a basis for cross exam- 
ination. After he made the demand he found a copy of 
the contract, in the published hearings of the Stanley steel 
trust investigation. 

Immediately upon the announcement by Examiner Mar- 
shall that the Commission had denied the demand, every- 
thing in the record of the case pertaining to the cost of 
production of coal, selling and distributing it, was stricken 
out. Kven parts of the record in the Boileau case, the 
first lake cargo coal rate complaint disposed of by the 
Commission, stipulated into this case were thrown out, 
some on motion of Messrs. James and Glasgow and some 
by the action of Charles Johnston, attorney for the Pitts- 
burgh Coal Co., the chief figure in the complaint of the 
Pittsburgh Operators’ Association. 


The inference drawn from the ruling of the Commis- 
sion is that hereafter testimony tending to show the poor 
condition of the treasury of a complaining shipper will 
be excluded from the record in rate cases. A good many 
of the traffic managers and lawyers in attendance at the 
hearing came to the conclusion that hereafter the Com- 
mission is going to guard against the admission of testi- 
mony showing commercial condition or the condition in 
which certain shippers find themselves by reason of a 
change in rates, actual or prospective. 

Examiner Marshall, in announcing the decision of the 
Commission, said: 

“At the first session in this case, held May 1, 1916, de- 
mand was made upon the complainants by counsel repre- 
senting certain of the interveners to produce and file in the 
record a copy of a contract between the Pittsburgh Coal 
Co. and the United States Steel Corporation. Objection 
having been made to this demand by counsel for comptain- 
ants, the question was reserved for reference to the Com- 
mission. Counsel representing inteveners have submitted 
briefs in support of their demands for the production of 
the document in question. The Commission has formally 
considered the demand for the production of this document 
and for certain specified matters of information in connec- 
tion therewith. It is the opinion of the Commission that 
the document in question and the information asked for 
in connection therewith are not shown to be material or 
relevant to the issue raised in the complaint of the Pitts- 
burgh Coal Operators’ Association. It.therefore denies the 
demand for the production of the same. This action is 
predicated squarely on the present status of the case and 
the situation before the Commission at the present time. 
The complaint of the Pittsburgh Coal Operators’ Associa- 
tion has, by formal order of the Commission, been consoli- 
dated with and made a part of the general investigation 
into lake cargo coal rates, docket 8725. The Commission 
has the right, and if it should appear to be relevant or ma- 
terial in connection with the general investigation insti- 
tuted upon its own motion, it will call for the production 
of the contract in question or for any information relative 
to the operations of the Pittsburgh Coal Co. thereunder.” 

“The hearing was devoted to a cross-examination by 
attorneys for the railroads and intervening West Virginia 
operators, of Dr. Frank J. Warne, who prepared graphic 
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charts showing the facts brought out in the oral testimony 
and statistical tables submitted by H. P. McCue, traffic 
manager for the Pittsburgh Coa] Co., and of Mr. McCue on 
his tables. 

Mr. McCue was a fighting witness. At one point he 
objected to a question asked by Attorney Bronson of the 
Chesapeake & Ohio, thereby sending the audience of law- 
yers and traffic officials into a roar of laughter. 

“IT endorse the objection,” said Mr. Johnston, attorney 
for the company, who, on account of the noise of street 
cars, had not heard the query. 

Attorneys for the railroads were particularly anxious to 
find out the particulars about the deal between the Mon: 
tour Railroad, owned by the Pittsburgh Coal Co., and the 
Bessemer & Lake Erie, whereby the former receives a divi- 
sion of 24 cents out of the through rate of 78 cents. They 
wanted to Know from McCue whether he considered that 
too large a division,-and he said he did not, considering 
the service the Montour Raijroad performs for the Besse- 
mer & Lake Erie in carrying the coal for an average be- 
tween twenty and twenty-five miles. He said he consid- 
ered the Bessemer & Lake Erie rate too high. 

“Haven’t you the power to lower it,’ asked Mr. Parker, 
attorney for the Baltimore & Ohio. 

“No, sir, we have not,” retorted Mr. McCue with empha- 
sis. Mr. Parker seemed to be of the opinion that the con- 
tract between the Bessemer & Lake Erie gives the Montour 
such power. Mr. McCue said he had read every word »%f 
the contract, that as a matter of fact he had prepared it, 
and he was sure it gave no such power to the coal com- 
pany’s railroad. 





REPORT ON WRECK 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Engineman Gander, running his engine at an excessive 
rate of speed, estimated at between forty and fifty miles 
an hour, through a dense fog, on a piece of track on which 
he had been ordered to slow down, caused the rear-end 
collision between two Northern Pacific passenger trains 
at South Cheney, Wash., while they were being detoured 
around washouts on their own tracks, over the rails of 
the Seattle, Portland & Spokane, 'Feb. 20, 1916. Five pas- 
sengers were killed and seventeen passengers and five 
employes were injured. 

A contributing cause was the failure of Flagman Lude 
of the preceding train to throw fusees on the track when 
his engineman began slowing up on account of the fog 
and the spot of “very bad track” which had caused the 
slow-up order alleged to have been disregarded by Gander. 
It is possible the failure of Telegraph Operator Thomp- 
son to hold the colliding train until the preceding train 
had been gone ten minutes was another contributing 
cause. 

These allegations are the substance of a report made 
by H. W. Belnap, chief of the Commission’s division of 
safety. Mr. Belnap deems this accident to be further 
proof of the inadequacy of spacing trains by the time- 
interval system. That system, the report says, is some 
protection on a road having many open telegraph offices, 
both night and day. The following train is restricted only 
by the open offices. which are far apart at night on the 
Seattle, Portland & Spokane. Gander’s speed put him 
upon the heels of the train run by the more cautious 
engineman ahead at-the point where the first man was 
obeying orders. 
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The following are changes in Official Classification proposed in 
Docket No. 28, on which a hearing will be held by the Official 
Classification Committee (R. N. Collyer, chairman, O. F. Loven- 
berg, secretary, J. W. Allison, D. T. Lawrence, F. W. Smith), 
at 143 Liberty street, New York, Tuesday, June 6, at 10:00 a, m. 
This is a special hearing to consider recommendations of the 
Committee on Uniform Classification as to descriptions of ar- 
ticles with ratings suggested by the Official Classification Com- 
mittee, and other items as docketed. A subsequent hearing will 
be held in the Oak Room, Congress Hotel, Chicago, on Thurs- 


day, June 15, 1916, at 10 a. m. The numerals 


in the three 


columns at the left indicate the subjects and the items with 


the pages on which they are to be found in the 


present 


classification, for which it is proposed to substitute the classi- 


fications suggested. 
last week. — 


Sub- 
ject. Pg. Item. 
116 263 11 Pile Drivers, not otherwise indexed by name: 
c. D., loose or in packages 
jLoose or in packages, C. 
weight 40,000 pounds 
Moved on own wheels, actual weight of car 
and contents, subject to minimum weight 
of 60,000 pounds, see Note 
Note.—If additional car or cars are re- 
quired on account of detached or over- 
hanging parts, the minimum weight 
shall be increased 24,000 pounds for each 
additional car. 
Pimentos, pickled in brine or vinegar: 
In glass or earthenware, packed in bar- 


L., minimum 


117 263 25 


NO gee RS Spat is Ry SS ae ae ee 1 
In metal cans in barrels or boxes........ 3 
In packages named, Cc. L., minimum 

NE a ie oP ee 

118 194 6 Pipe: 
Iron or Steel: 
Cast: 
Wood lined: 
TOONS GE 1 POCKRBOR  .oi csc cccace 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 30,000 pounds ........ 
Cast, not otherwise indexed by name: 
LeOee GF Th PRCREBER 2.52.2 c ec ccccss 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 30,000 pounds ......:. 
Eliminate porcelain lined cast-iron Pipe, 
N. O. S. 

Lead covered: 

Bee NE ts oe en ee wins Fée es ne 3 

mee Se I I os a ooo sso sae cc eezes 4 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds ................ 

Lead lined: 

Be oo Bela ils) Gd'o': oo ein pine) 6's: 4:3.0: 6.0% 3 
oe le SR Por eee 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WOEERC DE,000 TOUTES 26. cnc ccccccess 
Lead. plain or wire covered: 

In bundles, coils or on reels not slatted.. 3 

> A 32% as he o6 ob 6 gE sda eh as's 6A o> 456 00% .26 

ee a ee ee eer ee 3 

ee ae ere eee R.26 

Loose, packed in excelsior, hay, straw 

or similar packing materials, or in 
packages, C. L., minimum weight 
7 6. RAR ee ae 
119 107 35 Pipe Fittings: 
Cocks or Valves, including Gate Valves 
not otherwise indexed by name: 

Copper, brass or bronze, not plated, or 
copper, brass or bronze body, not 
plated: 

In barrels, boxes or crates ........... 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WIRE BROS) DOGG u:61 o:6ccjc ccc 00 

Iron or steel, not plated, or iron or steel 

body, not plated: 
Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose 

ee RR a ee re sei R.26 
In barrels, boxes or crates ..........-. R.26 
In packages, loose or on skids, C. L., 

minimum weight 36,000 pounds...... ta 

Nickel plated, in barrels or boxes........ 2 

Silver plated, in barrels or boxes........ 1 

Hangers, iron or steel, not otherwise in- 

dexed by name: 

Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose 3 

Si. Ewes tetera. Oo oR eee tees vee oR. oo 0 xe 3 

In barrels, boxes or crates ........... 3 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

WIEBKE 36,000 POUMGE <n... ccc cccccee.e 
Rings, iron or steel, for protecting thread- 
ed ends of iron or steel pipe: 

RE on tac Sd. ee bbe vie eh ads 99.8 6910 4 

ee ere we. re re eee 4 

In packages named, C. L., minimum 

weight 36,000 pounds .........-----.-0% 

Supports, iron or steel, consisting of Anch- 

ors, Arches, Brackets, Chairs, Rests, 
Rolls or Sleeves: : 
Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose 3 


The first part of this docket was printed 


If... Cas 


6 


or 


uo 


120 194 


121 265 


122 266 


~ 


123 266 


WORLD 


14 


117 

BO SN «5 cla cin give aes dK nase ho aay 3 

In barrels; boxes OF CfateS c0i%...ecece. 3 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

weight 36,000 pounds ................ 
Pipe Fittings, not otherwise indexed by 
name: 

Copper, brass or bronze, not plated, or 
copper, brass or bronze and iron or 
steel combined, not plated, see Note: 

In -GRPTOIS OF ROTO ao. 36:60:58 s 2 cme ee 682 3 
In packages, named, C. L., minimum 
WIGKE. 30,000 BOUNGE 2. ic ccsccccvcers 
Copper, brass or bronze, lead covered or 
lead lined, not plated: 
es ee rr one Ther 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
Weight 30,000 WOunME. winced. cw eck. 

Copper, brass or bronze, tin lined, not 
plated: 

Im. DATES OF DOMOR, 626 oi dacs ida ssp cisces 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds... .......ceesee. 

Iron or steel, not plated, see Note: 

Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose 4 
SED IE eG osrccatereersistdiie acs SRR cae es Dh 4 
In barrels, boxes or crates ..:.....%... 4 

Loose .or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds ................ 

Iron or steel, lead covered or lead lined, 
not plated: 

In barrels, bOROS OF Crate. ..... 0.000500 4 
In packages named, C. L., minimum | 
weight 36,000 pounds ...............: ‘% 

Iron or steel, tin lined, not plated: 

In barrels, boxes or crates ........... 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
“weight 36,000 pounds .............. 


Iron or steel, wood lined 
Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose 4 
In barrels, boxes or crates 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds 
Lead: 
5OW DETROIG OP WORBB 4 4 5s o:0.00 oa Kseeucns R.26 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds ................ 
Nickel plated, in barrels or boxes........ 
Silver plated, in barrels or boxes ..,..... 
Note.—Ratings on Iron er Steel Pipe 
Fittings, not plated, apply also on Iron or 
Steel Pipe Fittings, not plated, having 
nuts, plugs, rings, screws, seats, sleeves 
or stay rods or brass or other metal. 
Pipe Coils, not otherwise indexed by name: 
Iron. or Steeel: 
Loose 
In barrels, boxes or. crates ............. R.26 
Pipe or Pipe Casing (Bored Logs or Built 
up Stave Pipe), wooden, lined or not 
lined: 
Inside diameter over 6 
in packages 
Inside diameter 6 inches or less, loose or 
in packages 
Loose or in packages, C. 
WOU, BOs WUD 6 oo eee nck cc ceswss 
Plant or Tree Covers or Protectors, fibre- 
board, pulpboard or strawboard, plain or 
treated with asphalt, oil, pitch, tar or 
similar material, with or without wire 
supports: 
Flat, in boxes 
Flat, in boxes, C. 


ee 


mboe 


inches, loose or 


L., minimum 


L., minimum weight 
ie A ee ere 


Plumbers’ Goods (see Note). 
Note.—Ratings on articles specified under 
Plumbers’ Goods will include the equipment 
of Spuds, Strainers, Strainer Plugs, Feet, 
Legs, Pedestals or Bracket Supports for 
such articles as require them, but will not 
include other fittings or fixtures unless spe- 
cifically provided in the separate descrip- 
tion of articles. 
Iron or Steel: 
Bath Tubs, see Note: 

Note.—Cast Iron Bath Tubs with legs 
attached, in boxes or crates, must be 
braced so as to prevent Tubs resting 
on legs. 

Cast, enameled inside and enameled, 
enamel painted or decorated 
outside, packed in boxes or crates.... i 

Cast, emameled inside and plain or 
painted with other than enameled 
paint outside, packed in boxes’ or 
crates; or with tub rims protected by 
pads or packing mats secured by box- 
ing and inside protected by wooden 
strips not less than ¥% inch by 4 
inches and not more than 4 inches 
apart, across the tops 

Cast, not enameled, in boxes or crates; 
or with tub rims protected by pads 
or packing mats secured by boxing 
and insides protected by wooden 
strips not less than ¥% inch by 4 
inches and not more than 4 inches 
apart, across the top 

Cast, in packages named, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 24,000 pounds (subject to 
Rule 27) 


* 
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Fitings, not otherwise indexed by name, weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
for Bath Tubs, Drinking Fountains, 1) SAAT PES See Oa tt 

Lavatories, Laundry Tubs, Shower tPedestals, not otherwise indexed by 

Baths, Sinks, Urinals, Water Closets name, Towel Urns or Umbrella 

or Water Closet Tanks: Stands or Vases: 

Iron or steel, plated, in barrels or boxes...... 2 ta Ey pe ee 1 

Iron or steel, not plated, in barrels, boxes Packed in barrels or boxes ............ 1 
C0 GR 56s Po eS etn atees sad cence sence 3 In packages named, or in bulk packed 

Iron or steel and brass combined, in bar- in excelsior, hay, straw, or similar 

pe RES FO AE 3 packing material, C. L., minimum 

Other than iron, steel or iron or steel weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 

brass combined, in barrels or boxes...... 2 DE rk 6 hs Aw Ree ee AO hs eK ad 

124 270 24 Poles: Earthenware or Stoneware, not otherwise 
Electric Wire: indexed by name: 

Cement or concrete: ee SS i a ee ee R.26 
ETRE PRE SN Oe EET Ee LOTT 4 Packed in barrels or boxes............ R.26 
Loose, €. L., minimum weight 36,000 F jIn packages named, or in bulk packed 

NN Sac odio Vkaa th ow cinemas ae 62% a0 6 in excelsior, hay, straw or similar 

Wooden: packing material, C. L., minimum 
I re eee ee Oe SS Bee Mea os bp adem *4 weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Loose, C. L., minimum weight 36,000 BED Sadnewaa hens set be Sies cdkabks bes 

EES ES Peg ee See eee Tee 6 .128 288 25 Presses: o. 
125 195 15 Posts: 2 Car Seal, in barrels or boxes .............. 2 
Hitching, iron or steel, loose or in pack- . Seal Presses, not otherwise indexed by 
AMOS ccccrcccccevesccccesesesseesesssssees 24 name, in barrels or boxes..........eccece 2 
Lamp: 129 200 29 Prison Work, iron or steel, not otherwise 

Cement or Concrete: | : Y indexed by name: 

With metal trimmings, jose or in EMONG OF -T DOCKAMOE .oicc c's occ cdr edaesccs R.26 
BROMO <n cp.ca Va penne Sas, caweeseeess es 3 Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

Without metal trimmings, loose or in : PORE BOCOU DOMME 56.8 ss sec.ccn ds cece 
PaCcKkABWes ... ee eerececnceces ste e eee R.26 130 Propellers (Propeller Wheels) or Propeller 

With or without metal trimmings, loose Blades: 
or in packages, C. L., minimum i Wooden, or wood and metal combined, in 
weight 36,000 pounds .....--+--.++++s a ON AUN ee renee ecacurd 1%, 

Iron or Steel: ; 131 276 17 Pumps, Hand or Windmill: 

With Electric Fixtures attached, in | Ham Curing, wheeled, in boxes or crates.. 1 
DOMES OF CALEB. 20 nc cccecsvcccevregecs . + Measuring: : 

Without Electric Fixtures: ; Roadway: 

Loose or in packages ...........-- ,.. R26 With cast iron or steel doors, in boxes 

Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- cs EAE PIE a te 2 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ......... S) With ,malleable or wrought iron or 

96 97? 18 Potassi sh): steel doors, in boxes or crates ...... 2 
dies Ganetier _— Measuring, not otherwise indexed by 

In metal cans in barrels or boxes.......- R.26 name, in barrels, boxes or crates...... 2 

In bulk in barrels ..............; Lee ccees 4 132 278 2 Racks: 

In packages named, C. L., minimum . Bottle Drip or Sterilizing, flat, in boxes, 
weight 36,000 weight ......-+.sseeeees D Pa nay oe ay ee ee 1 

o7 » ae > ate Yracker Can, Shipping: 
127 118 16 by 2 ES Pottery or Broken Saggars Iron Fee steel, folded flat, in bundles or 

Sh: . UN” Ay iahl Graken 6 ow Wald baleen! dG 3 eye 00 50% 3 

ve’ cones OP DOMGR icc te Fcccnccsccscccccce 4 _ Wooden, folded flat, in bundles or crates 3 

: In packages or in bulk, C. L., minimum , Feed: E 
weight 86,000 pounds ........2..ccscoos 6 Iron or steel: ea 
Potters’ Pins, Stilts or Spurs: Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose, 

er NE WIP IN oun sos on ne aeeb vos R.26 or in bundles weighing each 25 pounds 

In packages named, C. L., minimum a eee rer re a eae er eee, eee eee 
Wake DEOOO WONNOS. 5s oss sees ccc 5 In barrels, boxes or crates ............ 1 

Saggars: Wooden: 

NY See ea cE res cislaale ad'e clereast was blee's 9 03% 3 Te te Jit ee ee 3tl1 

In barrels, boxes or crateS .......-..++6- 4 In boxes or Oe ae eee D1 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum Meat, Butchers’: 
weight 30,000 pounds ............++.++- 6 Iron or steel: ; 

Chinaware or Porcelain Ware, not other- S. U., loose or in packages .......... 1 
wise indexed by name, see Note: K. D., in barrels, boxes, bundles or 
Note.—Ratings apply on ware com- — CTALER vice nivcescievsccsecoscovccsseccys R.25 
pletely vitrified and not absorbent in Wooden: ‘ 

fracture. S. U., loose or in packages .......... 1 

Translucent: K. D., in barrels, boxes, bundles or 
Packed in crates ......ccccccccccsccees 2 Cs 2 Oe ne Te 25 
Packed in barrels or boxes .......... 2 Tool, iron or steel, other than Tool Dis- 

Not Translucent: _ Play Racks: 

ECE SEMEN. C6. 7 bcp sigs cia taoaseee cd 2 S. U., loose or in packages .............. 2 

Packed in barrels or boxes ............ 2 K. D., in boxes, bundles or crates........ 3 

‘In packages named, or in bulk packed as jLoose or in packages, C, L., minimum 
in excelsior, hay, straw or similar _ , WORERE BE,000 POUNDS «550-6506 0.50 5c teceees 
packing material, C. L., minimum Veneer Drying: 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule Flat, in bundles Lae eee 3 
OSE EES ES TED IC Oa Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

Earthenware or Stoneware, see Note 1: _. Weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Note 1—Ratings apply on ware not BENT 2 cpl aon ck asuin eae ohh tks ee 
completely vitrified and absorbent in 133 Racks, Feed, and Mangers (Feed Boxes) 

. a pedi ceecen- 3 -_ combined, iron or steel, in boxes or crates 1 
owls, urn Bodies, Crocks, Jars, s, ‘ ai ‘ar i TWEE 

Pans, Pitchers or Pots, see Note 2: 134 184 8 R —— —— - ee Parts: 
: a ° J ; a : 

i, ef err ree Trt Tee eee R.26 Loose or in packages 4 

Packed in barrels or boxes .......... R.26 Loose or in tlie “G0 E00 eames 

3 , <i se 4005 packages, C. L., minimum 

fIn packages named, or in bulk packed weight 36,000 pounds : 
in excelsior, hay, straw or similar Wheels, loose or attached to axles: 9" 

" - - : ’ s xles: 
packing material, C. L., minimum Loose or in packages 4 
pale no. nom eecaphe eal Laose or dnpeckages, 6. is,” minh 
Note 2.—Ratings apply only on ae weight 36,000 pounds rtteeeeseetee scenes 
articles named of common brown or 135 279 22 Reeds or Rushes, not otherwise indexed by 
gray jug ware. name, in bags, bales or bundles.......... Di 

*Flower Pots, not glazed nor painted: 136 280 6 Reels: 

Packed in barrels, boxes or crates....R.26 . Cable, Wire or Wire Rope: 

In packages named, or in bulk packed Iron or steel: 
in excelsior, hay, straw, or similar Galvanized, painted or plain: 
packing material, C. L., minimum Loose or in packages ......2.c2.cccee 2 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule n Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
Bee sWacncs ete UN cih wa Wd eaia o's SOKA o-9i,b 5 mum weight 20,000 pounds (sub- 

Jardinieres: BC 8 Sa ere eee 
Diameter 12 inches or less: Other than galvanized, painted or plain, 

SE OME 1c si 0S 5 600 we bees oes R.26 fh fe. ea ene aes 3 
Packed in barrels or boxes ........ R.26 Wooden: 

Diameter over’ 12 inches: S. U., loose or in packages .......... 2 
er ee 2 S. U., loose or in packages, C. L., 
Packed in barrels or boxes .......... 2 minimum weight. 20,000 pounds (sub- 

tIn packages named, or in bulk packed ; fp A UY... BAC rere 
in excelsior, hay, straw, or similar K. D., in barrels, boxes, bundles or 
packing material, C. L., minimum GOOD nina s FAs Capa nga dae e WER bea se te 3 


June 3, 1916 





K. D., loose or in packages, C. L., 
minimum weight 30,000 pounds...... 
Regulators: 
Feed Water: 


RA rar bs os cee seas Mie phic Mahe we Cee 00 ke 
In barrels, boxes or crates .............. 


38 196 9 Iron and Steel, Etc.: 


jReinforcement, Concrete or Plaster: 
Columns, Spiral, or Column Hoops: 
S. U., loose or in packages............ 
S. U., loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 24,000 pounds (subject to 
es Se RRS ae Cr a ee 
K. D. or collapsed, loose or in pack- 
RE aac carer cadets saeo te c40-Aee oh Hete<s 
K. D. or collapsed, loose or in pack- 
ages, C. L., minimum weight 36,000 
MEET ict aidle Ce bikes Wo s'cnd uae eas ces 
Ribbing or Lathing, wiré, in crates...... 
Wire Mesh: 


Be SE Ee DO a iinicc ec pucsencccies 
Loose or-in packages, C. L.; minimum 
WINE BO;GOO POUMES ....caccccscccce. 


Reinforced Bars or Rods, eliminated—to 
to take ratings for Bar Iron or Steel, page 
185, item 5, O. C. No. 43. 

Reinforced Stirrups, eliminated—to take 
ratings for Hangers or Stirrups, Joist, page 
191, item 16, O. C. No. 43. 

Reinforced Tiling, Corrugated, eliminate4— 
to take ratings for Floor Arches, page 1384, 
item 6, O. C. No. 43. 
tetort Bottoms, iron or steel: 

ee ee ee SS 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

ne 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Road Binding or Road Sprinkling Compound, 
not otherwise indexed by name: 


cS NS ER ee eee 
In barrels, C. L., minimum weight 36,000 

Sb ee REED, SE IIT IG Ao EEE 
FR ~" OF RRR ee ee Cn ee ae 


Roll Protectors, iron or steel ( taken apart: 
In barrels, boxes, bundles or crates...... 
tIn packages named, Cc. L., minimum 

po ae ree 

Rolls: 


Paper Mills, see Note: 
Note—Journals may protrude from boxes. 


Iron or steel: 


Ce eS SS Se ae 
In boxes or on skids, C. L., minimum 
oa ee ee eee 
Wooden, with iron or steel cores, in 


AC ae th Pe ES Bec ee 
Other than iron, steel or wooden, in 
RTS ah I SN Se ee ee 
Roof Trimmings and Guttering: 
Metal: 


Capping, Eave Troughs, End _ Caps, 
Flashing, Gutters, Mitres, Outlets, 
Ridging or Ridge Roll or Valleys: 

Copper: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates ...... 
Nested, in boxes or crates ........... 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 24,000 pounds (subject 
to Rule 87), see Note :S.......... 
Iron or steel or tin: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates...... 
—— in boxes or crates, see Note 
MB. or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 24,000 pounds (sub- 
ject to Rule 27), see Note 3........ 
Conductor Pipe, down spout, Elbows or 
Cutoffs: 
Copper: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates ...... 
Nested, see Note 2, in boxes or crates 
Loose or in packages, C, L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to 
BOUIN ets Se SE TE onc 5 6c osc cos 
Iron or steel or tin: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates...... 
Nested, see Note 2, in boxes or crates 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 


mum weight 20,000 pounds (subject 


to Rule Bz), BOC NOte F ...ccccccsess 
Hangers, Eave Trough or Conductor 
Pipe, down spout: 
ae reer reer errr cree 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject te Rule 


Note 1.—Rating for Ridge Roll, 
iron or steel or tin, nested, in boxes 
or crates, will also apply on Ridge 
Roll, iron or steel or tin, nested, in 
bundles. 

Note 2.—Rule 33 will govern, ex- 
cept the words ‘‘two or more’ may 
be substituted for ‘‘three or more.” 

Note 3.—Rating includes equipment 
of Hangers. 

Cresting: 
Flat: 
me: OS ir BRR es. ccs cu ese 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ........ 
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bo 


Other than flat, in boxes or crates.... 1 
poe a a rere ees D1 
Wood: 
Eave -Troughs or Gutters: 
RE CLEP Ee Carry Fee ee oe oe 2 
Im bundles ........6222-.sseceeeeeeceess 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds ..........-.+eeeee 


144 283 11 Roofing: i 
Composition or Prepared, not otherwise 
indexed by name, see Note 1: 
Co a ere Ve eee eee R.26 
In rolls, see Note 2 ....cscccccccscsveces R.26 
In packages named, see Note 2, C. L., 
minimum weight 36, 000 pounds es oe as 
Note 1.—Ratings apply on Felt or 
Paper saturated with Asphalt, Pitch, 
Tar or similar materials; coated or not 
coated. Me 
Note 2.—Each roll may contain liquid 
cement, tin roofing caps, nails or wood- 
en strips sufficient to lay it. 
Cotton Duck (Cotton Canvas), water- 
proofed, in bales, boxes, crates or rolls 2 
145 285 15 Safes and Safe or Vault Parts, Fire or Burg- 
lar Proof: 


afes: 
With hollow walls or with solid walls less 
than one inch in thickness: 

Wrapped in burlap or in boxes’ or 
CORRE § Ai 6ns nce akbar D aso es eches srs 

In packages named, C. L., minimum 

as, ts 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 

( RS SANS — Be eh BRITE ES = ee 
With solid walls one inch or more in 
thickness: 

Weighing each 10,000 pounds or over, 
wrapped in burlap or in boxes or 
SEE 45 nb nae Sd sick ces Rnee ee 6% 2 

Weighing each 5,000 pounds or over 
but-less than 10,000 pounds wrapped 
in burlap or in boxes or crates...... 3 

Weighing each less than 5,000 pounds, 
wrapped in burlap or in boxes or 


bo 


OUMNNE joi se Cees Pek 6 06k s oh eee en 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds ..............6+ 


Safe or Vault Doors or Vault Fronts: 
Weighing each 10,000 pounds or over, 
wrapped in burlap or in boxes or crates 
Weighing each 5,000 pounds or over, 
but less than 10,000 pounds wrapped 
in burlap or in boxes or crates........ 3 
Weighing each less than 5,000 pounds, 
wrapped in burlap or in boxes or 
PEE 65:4 Ga oe emacs dear oe tk haw ee eee hes 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
ee. ee ieee 
Safe Deposit Boxes or Cases: 
TR ee re eee 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WGinnt 30,000 POUNGH ... 2. ccc dcccccses vo 
Vault Linings, iron or steel: 
LG OP TE DRC AO acne oc cen ccs ce bes R.26 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WIGHT 3E,000- DOUMGS. 2 .c sec ccccccsecs 
146 285 27 Salt: 
Live Stock, medicated: 


bo 


Pah WN 0a oo dnd. cs Saeed eS eghens 3 
a eee ore Butioned 3 
Te) I ay cs ace So so Sse oes 3 


In packages named, Cc. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds .................. 
147 100 17 Sausage Casings: 
Dried, 1 BOFTRE OF DORES §. 65K kerk sass 1 
Pickled or Salted: 
SO Pa a 55,6:5 se se Ba Kbath's bas bess ieee 
SR: DONE, Ps odo ark eate Sieh tides cipddneh eed weee 
In pails or metal cans, in barrels, boxes 
i a5 6 eh an cera s + ho 5b 
in bulk in: Darreia: OP DORGSs 5... cece 
tIn packages named, C. L., minimum 
WEEE SO WOO DOUG ae kisi et ose 
148 287 8 Secale Parts: 
Foundation Frames, Live Stock or Wagon 
Scale, iron or steel: 
x. BD. Wooes or. ii DRCRRMOR. oo ons... 50s R.26 
K. D., loose or in packages, Cc. L., 
minimum weight 36,000 pounds........ 
Scale Beam Boxes, wooden: 
pO eR PORNO rere bers rrr eer 1 
Sis, ON OP CHR og oss gg 6 3:04 Cae fs vere R.25 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
aoent 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 


eo born 


BED wixcdina bo cats ka EE tees comodo tees 
Scale or. Steelyard Weights: 
Iron or steel, in barrels or boxes........ R.25 
Other than ‘jron or steel, in barrels or 
ee Rs nnd Van A ere 2 


Scale Testing Weights, iron or steel: 
Weighing each less than 50 pounds loose 3 
Weighing each 50 pounds or over, loose 4 
In barrels, boxes or crates .........+..05 4 


149 305 10 Sculpture or Statuary, not otherwise in- 
dexed by name: 


Iron or steel, in barrels, boxes or crates.. 1 
Metal, other than iron or steel, in barrels 
GF Gi hg 55 ASS oo os pie DdORO 00 os 20 1 
150 288 24 Seals, Car: 
Tin, in: DArGle Or DOMOR ». isos sc cd koe ce oeed R.26 
Other than tin, in barrels or boxes ........ R.26 
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152 289 21 


153 200 14 


154 185 15 


155 293 13 


156 305 19 


157 296 23 


| eee 


159 


188 15 


160 298 9 


161 301 11 


162 302 28 


163 304 17 
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Seed or Soil Inoculating Compounds: 


In glass or earthenware, packed in bar- 
NO Fe. dak «ore Se ee heh eo ae 0 
In metal cans in barrels or boxes........ 2 
Seeds: 
Flax (Linseed): 
ER DORE, RSTO OF DOKEW oiooc ccc ccc cciccs 3 
jIn packages, or in,bulk in cloth or pa- 
per-lined cars, C. L., minimum weight 
og SUa's cdietininig de 6% Ghiec0's aa 
Mustard, Wild: 
i) i A I 6.5, ue asd pa ae ee neese 2 
In packages, or in bulk in cloth or paper- 
lined cars, C. L., minimum weight 
MND 5 coon lon deo © eipa-ak bsp s 0.0/ne 
Mustard, other than Wild: 
am Wee, WP eeeD GF BONER . oo vi ke sec recess 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WG . DELO. DOMMES 22. cdecvcencvccece 
Sewing Machines and Sewing Machine Parts: 
Sewing Machines, Cabinet or Table, S. U.: 
Heads and Hoods attached and not folded 
into cabinets or tables, in boxes or 
RR A a a7 EES Se 1 
Heads and Hoods detached and secured 
between legs of tables, or with heads 
folded into cabinets or tables, in boxes 
i ED nae eiaxh are a 6 Side ooo gee 02464 b0.0 1 
Heads and cabinets or tables in separate 
packages, heads in boxes, cabinets or 
tables, in boxes or crates .............. 1 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 16,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
OP ek i ee ee Sahel nn es ay Powe een o «oo Ws 
Sheet Iron or Sheet Steel Ware: 
Baskets or Dry Measures: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates ......... 1 
ge I Se rer 2 
Nested, in boxes or crates .............- 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 18,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
anaes had he Cab coi ho rls Van he ceseas Pe 
Shells: 
Clam, Mussel or Oyster: 
Not crushed nor ground: 
Fresh Water: 
SN OE Pe ee Tee 4 
De eee OF BOMGS .. caccenmereeccss 4 
In packages or in bulk, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 40,000 pounds ........ 
Salt Water: 
I a rtrd aks a ad ait A Wed oak hie BOE 4 
ES ER re ree 4 
In packages or in bulk, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 40,000 pounds ......... 6 
Shovels, Power: 
eS oe ee 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WOME BO,000 WOES ook ccceccccccesecscs 
Moved on own wheels, actual weight of car 
and contents, subject to minimum weight 
of 60,000 pounds, see Note ............... 
Note.—If additional car or cars are re- 
quired on account of detached or over- 
hanging parts, the minimum weight shall 
be increased 24,000 pounds for each addi- 
tional car. 
Sinkers, lead, in barrels or boxes .......... 3 
Smoke Flue Cleaning Compounds, dry, in 
ae ee eer eee Ce 2 
Smokestack Collars (Smokestack Bases), iron 
or steel, loose or in packages ............ D1 
Smokestacks, iron or steel, not otherwise in- 
dexed by name: 
Plate or sheet: 
U. S. standard gauge No. 17 or thinner, 
PSS aera ree Di 
U. S. standard gauge No. 16 or thicker: 
Inside diameter over 48 inches, loose or 
ets FO Lee TOPE CTT Di 
Inside diameter over 24 inches, but not 
over 48 inches, loose or in packages. . 1 
Inside diameter 24 inches or less, loose 
ie Ee Se Pr ee 2 
Loose or in packages, see Note, C. L., 
minimum weight 24,000 pounds (subject 
On Se on eee oo Ranh 6. 6 
Note.—Carload rating includes neces- 
sary equipment of Guy Rods or Guy 
Wires. 
Softener, Cotton or Wool, not otherwise in- 
dexed by name: 
Liquid: 
In glass or earthenware, packed in bar- 
Ne cd acibaduias eb te No Os 6Os 1 
In metal cans in barrels or boxes ...... 3 
ae Oa Ee ery ieee R.26 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
GE DOO: BOURGES |. 65.0 vie c.cc ce he eeeee 
Other than liquid: 
SEE in in 00.0 atiaie bxteie's 2 4:80 R.26 
in bulk in barrels, C. L., minimum weight 
er err rr te 
Spools, brass, bronze or german silver, in 
I BN io CHASE a he eh OReF OS © 6.6% 3 
Stands: 
Barrel, Cask, Tank or Vat Supporting, iron 
or steel: 
S. U., loose or in packages ............0.- R.25 


K. D., loose or in packages 


oO 


26 


164 
165 


_ 
oo 
— 
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— 
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169 
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WORLD 


¢ 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds .................. 
305 31 Eliminate.—No movement by freight can be 
located. 
305 32 Stereotype Plates: 
I, Or ek es! gE a eo BE agate aes 1 
{ Old: 
See: EE. OO EOS Sock ka Se cece cece’ 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WOIGRE BE.000  MOUMAS 0... 6.0 ons cectesess 
Stones, Rubbing, not otherwise indexed by 
a GN eS S| ee errr rare 3 
187 34 ;Store or Office Fixtures: 
Bolt or Screw Cases, Revolving: 
Iron or steel, in boxes or crates.......... 2 
Wooden: 
Be ee OE. CUR IOE yoko. d'65-500:0 po oaks meee 1% 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
= 12,000 pounds (subject ‘to Rule 
MOE > fois’ SSA IN'y 9: phan > A RDA Oe AI IT Ew EW 
Shelving, wooden, with open backs and 
fronts: 
S. U. or in S. U. sections, in boxes or crates 1% 
K. D. flat, in boxes, bundles or crates..... 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 12,000 pounds (subject to Rule : 
RS te ee ES <r EE Oe ee oes ay 3 
Storm Cellars, iron or steel, S. U., loose 


eg Re ay ety Ee D.1 


187 22 Stove. or Range Cabinets, Closets or High 
Shelves, iron or steel: 
eR ee” Se ear 1 
a Se OR STOOD S «cao sa hecee esos : 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to 
BPS SE ae) ee eer 
187 42 Stove or Range Castings, iron or steel: 
Weighing,each less than 25 pounds, loose, 
or in bundles weighing each less than 25 
NE Ee Re re a Ae 1 
Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose, or 
in bundles weighing each 25 pounds or 
a, ATS 8 PS Feri Pers oe aera r R.25 
im BOCTCin, DOMGE OF -CTALEE .6 5 eke esc 3 
7 Loose or in packages, CC. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 27) 
.. Stove or Range Parts, iron or steel, other than 
Castings, not otherwise indexed by name: 
In barrels, boxes or crates .o............. 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum weight 
20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 27)....... 
308 8 Stove or Range Reservoirs or Stove or Range 
Reservoir Attachments: 
RRR er 1 
Be IS ok ws. ores « v cb on we bee ees 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 27) 
86 20 Stoves or Ranges, Iron or Steel: 
ee EO ced wrtin G6 wi-o-dnie aR bins 62% 1 
Charcoal: 
ee NO NN oo oi dw. wv irde wm vieie bmennih 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
CE 6.69 bs oe? 6.0 6.06 66 's.5.4 60.00 68S PO es 6% G62 sos 
Coal or Wood, with or without gas burning 
attachments: 
- Malleable, or Plate with malleable doors, 
frames and tops: 
I <a 5 sag welds re ea(eics we haben eh Sk 08 scien’ R.25 
gt eee eee 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Po ere eye. Te ee es ee eee oe Le ee ee eee 
Cast, or Plate or Sheet with cast bases or 
tops: 
OE AEE CPI, S ER oe R.25 
Bee WOMOS OF. it -CPREOE . ois ccc cksccdcccs 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
aeent 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
i. és @ 2 aes, Oa Og de 66 a dield a ® 6's e.2e< 6 &é:.0 08 
— without cast bases or tops: 
= Des 
in Domed OF inl CrBtes ..s oc. cccccccccess 1 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 12,000 pounds (subject to 
IE asco 5-00 Pigans Vp a red Foe Chee ion 
=. B.: 
Ee MOR OF CPREOS 6.6.6 s sonic cccesvic 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to 
St SE Ae Ape pr eitn eee yee 
S. U. and K. D., in packages provided 
for straight carload shipments, mixed 
Cc. L., minimum weight 20,000 pounds 
CARRROCE EC. THEE TEP 0.0 <b ed-ciccscioaes oF 
Gas: 
Skeleton Frame or with Frame partially 
enclosed: 
Sy Tis, TR OOS GE COOTAE: 6 ocis cc 5. cecidccs's 1 
Mi; DD. Ti DOSE OF CHREOR: 0.0%. 6 06.0.6.0% v.05 2 
Gas, not otherwise indexed by name, in 
I (0 NN rs dru bay bh sae oe nie eee 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
ween, 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
i 450 SacRiah Ta ag h ce oudeimmah eels ahi taedi «a Aish G@S inv ie 
Gasoline or Oil: 
Skeleton Frame or with Frame partially 
enclosed: 
S. U., in barrels, boxes or crates...... 1 
K. D., in barrels, boxes or crates..... 2 
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Gasoline or Oil, not otherwise indexed 
by name, in barrels, boxes or crates.. 

In packages named, C. L., minimum 
ne 16,000 pounds (subject to Rule 

OS acarn atonal aE Ba /oumial ohe ainiece Resa adn, 4-4 b & 
Charcoal, Coal or Wood, or Gas Stoves 
or Ranges, loose or in packages as pro- 
vided for straight carload shipments, 
mixed C., L., or in mixed C, L. with 

Gasoline or Oil Stoves or Ranges, 

in packages provided for straight car- 

load shipments, minimum weight 20,000 

pounds (subject to Rule 27)........... 

Mixed carloads of one or more kinds of 

Stoves or Ranges as specified under 

Stoves or Ranges, iron or steel, loose or 

in packages as provided for straight 

Cc. L. shipments 

AND 

Ash Scrapers, subject to Note; 

Coal Hods (Coal Scuttles), iron or steel; 

Cookers or Steamers, Stock Feed (Farm 
Boilers); 

Griddles, sheet iron or steel, plain; 

Hollow Ware, cast iron, consisting of 
Ham Boilers, Griddles, Muffin Irons, 
Waffle Irons, Kettles, Dutch Ovens, 
Pots, Skillets or Spiders; 

Kettles, sheet iron or steel, plain; 
Pans, Baking, Dripping or Frying, sheet 
iron or sheet steel, subject to Note; 
Pokers, Fire, iron or steel, subject to 

Note; 

Pots, sheet iron or steel, plain; 

Skillets or Spiders, sheet iron or steel, 
plain; 

Stove Boards, wood or fibreboard, metal 
clad, subject to Note; 

Stove Cover Lifters, subject to Note; 

Stove or Range Cabinets, Closets or 
High Shelves, iron or steel; 

Stove or Range Castings, iron or steel; 

Stove or Range Ovens; 

Stove or Range Parts, iron or steel, 
other than Castings, not otherwise in- 
dexed by name; 

Stove Pipe, iron, steel or tin, side seams 
closed; 

Stove Pipe, iron, steel or tin, side seams 
not closed, nested, subject to Note; 
Stove Pipe Dampers, iron or steel, sub- 

ject to Note; 

Stove Pipe Drums or Stove Pipe Drum 
Ovens; 

Stove Pipe Elbows, iron, steel or tin; 

Stove Pipe Thimbles, cast iron, subject 
to Note; 

Stove Pipe Thimbles, plate or sheet iron 
or steel, or tin, side seams closed; 
Stove Pipe Thimbles, plate or sheet iron 
or steel, or tin, side seams not closed, 

nested, subject to Note; 

Stove or Range Reservoirs or Stove or 
Range Reservoir Attachments; 

Stove Shovels, with iron, wire or wood- 
en handles, subject to Note; or 

Water Heaters, Gas, other than Instan- 
taneous (Range Boiler Water Heat- 
ers), subject to Note, loose or in 
packages as provided for straight C. 
L. shipments, minimum weight 20,- 
000 pounds (subject to Rule 27)...... 

Note.—The combined weight of the 
articles subject to this Note shall not 
exceed 3314% of the total weight of 


the shipment. 
174 309 3 Sucker Rod Joints, iron or steel: 
DO I 5c crattars dia ase Ries wWieinae bis's aewale% 3 
a Ns Shoe. Sain hath a eGR ave Fe Sed bas awe 3 
In. barrel, BOGS OF CYMER 2.5. ics eescsaes 3 
Loose or in packages, CC. L., minimum 
WOR SOO TIONS asic ok ain ove ds wos'ewe 
1/5 309 15 Sugar, Maple: 
oon wisticeatd' > iats Oia: + tea Saye SIRS Raw Hin e® aioe 
ee, IN Sauk re aie prac lacn ws ieee aele a ORS a ese oa 
Re I oon aos sos cle acess ny 6 steele eee 
ee ee ee 
In packages named, C. L., minimum weight 
. IN ar So gar G 1ab-9 ana Shed Spits ,a8 
176 17 9 Zine Salts: 
Sulphate of Zinc: 
In glass or earthenware, packed in bar- 
TO PAR Re 7 PCTs ee | 
In fibre or metal cans or cartons in bar- 
I I SN  cislen ite cs bse bbe ale Sewn 2 
In bulk in barrels or boxes ............... 4 
In bulk in barrels or boxes, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ............. 
7 Sulphate of Zine Solution, in tank cars.. 
177 198 30 Supports: 
Wind Vane, iron or steel, K. D., in boxes 
_ Se RR RR eee 3 
178 199 3 Tables, Glass Rolling, iron or steel: 
amen: Wa; a OE fn og sn er ns bcp ssc 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
7 weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 27) 
179 312 26 Tallow: 
SNR hd ee nese ae Di vclar adnate! os Sih alg We R.26 
OU a a ee eer reer R.26 
In packages named, C, L., minimum 
WLC GO, GOO. DOUMGS 6 oo oe edi cvpicctsece 
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Re NN oo ca eS ge wa bw a clatcewh masiekid ae 5 
Tankage: 
Tankage, not otherwise indexed by name: 
ig a ea a aye eee 4 
In bags or in bulk, C. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds ................ 6 
Tape, cotton, not knit nor woven( Flat 
Twine): 
Printed, in barrels or boxes ..............:. 1 
Not printed, in barrels or boxes ........... 1 
Targets: 
Iron or steel, in barrels, boxes or crates..R.25 * 
Mechanical Shooting Gallery, including op- 
erating devices, in boxes or crates ....... 1 » 
Military, ‘or Military Target Frames: 
S. U., in boxes, bundles or crates....... Be a 
K. D., in boxes, bundles or crates ...... s. °° 
Targets, not otherwise indexed by name, 
ee ee Re ee rere 1 
Tent Fixtures: 
Tent Pins (Tent Stakes), Tent Slides (Tent 
Keys), or Tent Poles, wooden, loose or 
in packages, C. L., minimum weight 
a Se Ser Sean eerie ree ee 
Tent Tripods, iron or steel, in bundles.... + 
Terra-cotta, Building: 
er ee ee ee OT PS i SS TN 2 
Packed in barrels, boxes or crates........ 4 
In packages named, or loose packed in ex- 
celsior, hay, straw or similar packing ma- 
terial. C. L., minimum weight 36,900 
oe RAY ao ee tee ere Ee 5 
Thorium Nitrate, in glass or earthenware, 
packed in barrels OF DOXES........ccccscees Di 
Tile or Wainscoting, opaque glass: 
Packed in. barrels or bOKES ....... 0.00000» R.26 
In packages named, C. L., minimum weight 
ee RA a are re 5 
Tilting Frames, Bottle or Carboy: 
Iron or steel: 
i I Rs re coo Rae oN aie Niobe teats. « 1 
ee er eee ee ee 1 
Wooden, in boxes, bundles or crates...... 1 
Tire Reliners, Automobile, in boxes......... 1 
Tobacco: 
Unmanufactured: 
Cuttings or Scraps: 
NE aaa 28 od ee kas on Ce ba hisd.~ cineteks 1 
In bales nt machine pressed.......... 1 
In machine pressed bales .........-+... 4 
In bulk in barrels, boxes or hogsheads 4 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule ‘ 
NN ac Sine oc 5 daw ns Se a eae reco ae oui sta 
Tongs, Fire, iron or steel, in barrels, boxes 
i NIN So ina cas cnten oka oh bv 4 aka delete oe na Ss 
Tools: 
Bars, Claw or Crow: 
ee ae eee 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WCIBME 36,000 DOUNGE 2.06 0c sccccccnes 5 
Bars, Tamping: 
Iron or steel: 
LOBOS OF 10) PACKAGES: 0500. 0.0 cases scvecieye 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
Weignt 56,000 POUMEE . ..6 0 ccc viccses és 5 
Wooden, loose or in packages .......... 3 2 
Bush Hooks: 
Handled: 
In bundles, blades wrapped with double 
I a saben: 80 06:45 cau atibursaceess 1 bg 
In boxes or crates or with blades pro- 
tected by boxing or crating............ 3 ° 
Without handles, in- DOZGS .......eseccece = 
Coal or Rock Drills, Hand: 
Sey SUMIE. o- cca praia aa ore ao aca wie 4s hp ieee 3 
Rae. Gs ne SN a os eames kamen ea es nals 3 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WEIKHE 30,000 POUNAE: 2.0005 ccccccnceci-e 4 
t Drills, Hand, not otherwise indexed by 
name: 
UE Te oi nd: Ate ceea b cena Sealaleds eletbiece winks 
In boxes, C. L., minimum weight 24,000 
pounds (subject to Rule 27)........... 5 
Hammers, Hand, not otherwise indexed by 
name: 
Handled, in barrels or boxes........... 
Without handles, in barrels or boxes....R.26 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WOMERE. DO;G00 TOUMGES: oo. oc ce cccccceses 4 
Mattocks: 


Handled, in boxes or crates or with 
blades protected by boxing or crating 3 
Without handles, in barrels or boxes...R.26 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
WOMEN SEOOP DOUMER: .0 bocce cctccese 
Mauls or Sledges: 


Handled: 
eee RN 5c nes Che old aden a aaa 3 
Set NE os 6 bos og 0 0.0 00:09 wanes 3 
Without Handles: 
RE 5 er sr Bem R.26 
oe ee ear eee ee R.26 


In packages named, C. kL., minimum 
wWeignt 36,000 POUNnGSE ... 2. 2000 ceccess 


Picks: 
Handled: 
Dee I. 20.55 b Sins walah bipe ke ieee aaa 3 
eo et eee eee a re 3 
Without Handles: 
DEN > CI ee a 6 Ro han hin 00h 20 0g 0. tpl do R.26 
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In barrels or bowes .......+es+e0+> yevoes 

In packages named, Cc. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds ........-.++-+++. 

Pipe Tongs: 

Weighing each 15 pounds or ever, loose, 
or in wired bundles weighing each 15 
POUNGS OF OUST ccs coco pecccccccewesre 

Eee WWE OP WOON ccs cccccccceticsccces 

Pole Supports, Linemen’s, loose or in pack- 

NS Spy FE ee ier Rae eee ee 

Railway Track: 

Rail Forks, Rail Punches, Rail Tongs, 
Spike Pullers, Track Chisels, Track 
Gages or Track Wrenehes: 

os kai bid siaeag ose 0/95 +o pate sae 
Ne Sb eitisla On eeeweees 40.4 bbe 
RO OP ae eee ae 
In packages named, ©. L., minimum 
oR a ere 
Tampers, Linemen’s, iron or steel and 
wood combined, loose or in packages.... 
Vacuum Cleaner, metal, in barrels or 
TES aT re i eescaa onlaek «tial ea tare ha 
192 .. .. Tops, Counter, Scale or Table, opaque glass: 
Packed in boxes OF Crates, ..i..ccccciccvas 
In packages named, C. L., minimum weight 
Oe ee i ree 
193 321 41 Traps: 

Animal, iron or steel, not otherwise in- 

dexed by name: 


a nS Ne prt han il ain k o'9.0,d:6 @ 
In barrels, boxes or crates ............ 
In packages named, Cc. L., minimum 

UREINE MRED WOES. oo occ ceivenmavscces 


Grease or Gas: 
Brass body: 
ET SS Sl Oe eee 
In packages named, CC. L., minimum 
Weight 30,000 POUNGS 2... 0.0 ccccccscece 
Iron or steel body: 
Weighing each less than 25 pounds, 
loose, or in bundles, weighing each 
. se SO rr ere 
Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose 
or in bundles weighing each 25 pounds 
ge Ee er Or ee 
In barrels, boxes or crates .......... 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds .......... 
6 «seo Tempe: 
Pasteurizing Machine, iron or steel, in 
boxes, bundles or crates ............ee0- 
195 .. .. Tree Transplanters: 
A US 8 cons arate gibnaig dm ow eos 
Si IE Sha are aC Sng aS 8 as oid 6s wae Oa 8’ 
Tripoli (Rottenstone), crude or pulverized: 
Re eo eee eee ee 
In packages or in bulk, C. L., minimum 
ee ree eee 
197 326 5 Trunks and Bags, Traveling: 
Traveling Bags: 
Salesmen’s Hand Sample Cases, Suit 
Cases or Valises: 


196 306 


~] 


i Saar eee rae 

In trunks, trunks locked and wrapped, 

EE her lcedd oo « ts 6) 6 bnew ie dado 

In trunks, trunks in boxes or crates.. 
Telescopes: 


Not nested, in boxes or crates........ 
Nested, in boxes or crates ............ 
In trunks, trunks locked and wrapped, 

Rte EE Py ee 


In trunks, trunks in boxes or crates. 1% 


Salesmen’s Hand Sample Cases, Suit 
Cases, Telescopes or Valises in pack- 
ages named, C. L., minimum weight 
12,000 pounds (subject to Rule 27).. 

Trunks: . 

Loose, wrapped, see Note....:.......:... 

FF ee en ere 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
ero 12,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
RE Ee eet, ral et Se a a ee 

Note.—Trunks, empty or containing 
Salesmen’s Hand Sample Cases, Suit 
Cases, Telescopes or Valises, not boxed 


or crated, must be wrapped as follows: 


(a) Trunks 37 inches or less in 
length must be completely wrapped with 
one or more thicknesses of sulphite or 
rope stock paper weighing not less than 
135 pounds per ream (480 sheets, 24x36 
inches) or may be double wrapped in 
accordance with Section (b) of this 
Note, and must be securely tied with 
rope having a breaking strength of not 
less than 280 pounds, except as pro- 
vided in Section (c) of this Note. 

(b) Trunks 38 ins. or more in length 
must be completely double wrapped and 
must be securely tied with rope having 
a breaking strength of not less than 280 
pounds, except as provided in Section 
(c) of this Note. 

The inside wrapper must consist of 
sulphite or rag or rope stock paper 
weighing not less than 135 pounds per 
ream (480 sheets, 24x36 inches) or in- 
dented felt paper. i 

The outside wrapper must consist of 


wo 


tw 


Co Co Go 





sulphite or rope stock paper weighing 
not less than 135 pounds per ream (480 
sheets, 24x36 inches), having a resist- 
ance of not less than 85 pounds to the 
square inch, Mullen Test, or sulphate 
kraft paper weighing not less than 70 
pounds per ream (480 sheets, 24x36 
inches), having a resistance of not less 
than 85 pounds to the square inch, Mul- 
len Test; or 

Trunks 38 inches or more in length 
may be completely wrapped in one 
sheet of sulphite or rope stock paper 
weighing not less than 250 pounds to 
the ream (480 sheets, 24x36 inches), 
having a resistance of not less than 150 
pounds to the square inch, Mullen Test, 
and must be securely tied with rope 
having a breaking strength of not less 
than 280 pounds; or 

May be completely enclosed in Fibre- 
board, Pulpboard or Double-Faced Cor- 
rugated Strawboard Boxes without re- 
striction as to dimensions or weight 
of package, if the following conditions 
are fully complied with: 

If Fibreboard or Pulpboard Boxes are 
used the board must comply with Rule 
2-B,Sec. 2 (a) and must be not less than 
-100 of an inch in thickness having a 
resistance of not less than 200 pounds 
to the square inch, Mullen Test, and 
must be securely tied with rope having 
a breaking strength of not less than 280 
pounds. 

If Double-Faced Corrugated Straw- 
board Boxes are used the board must 
comply with Rule 2-B, Section 3 (a) 
and have a resistance of not less than 
200 pounds to the square inch, Mullen 
Test, and be securely tied with rope 
having a breaking strength of not less 
than 280 pounds. 

(c) Trunks having sheet iron bot- 
toms may have wrapping tacked to 
slats on bottom of trunk instead of be- 
ing tied as required in Sections (a) and 
(b) and wrapping will not be required 
to cover the sheet iron bottom. 

tSatchels: 
RII, 9 crass Sati thie gahee cleo prlg hz te Sug Jas. ce 
NE a og Pine sr yrceia sian ches ie cee baie 
196 5. ws «Them Parts: 
Trunk Box Material, wooden, in shooks 
or panels, not otherwise indexed by 


name: 

In boxes, bundles or crates ............. 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

weight 36,000 pounds .........ccccccees 

199... .. Tubs, Washing Machine, wooden, without 
fixtures: 

Nested, in boxes, bundles or crates........ 

Not nested, loose or in packages.......... 


Nested or not nested, loose or in packages, 

Cc. L., minimum weight 10,009 pounds 

COMMIT Oh TE BT on aip nn en d5: 5 creda des 

200 324 36 Turn-tables other than Locomotive or Round- 
house, iron or steel: 


K. D., loose or in. packages.............04- 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 

weight 36,000 pounds «...6..25 0.2 Ticcccae 

201 .. ..Turn-table Girders, Locomotive or Round- 


house, iron or steel: 
eS Se a ae 
Loose or in packages, C. IL., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds .........ccccccccvec 
2 325 6 Turpentine Cup Aprons, iron or steel: 
Flat or nested: 
In barrels, boxes, bundles or crates.... 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
Weignt OU,000 moulds . <. o....<ccccccescvee 
203 236 19 Type Metal, not otherwise indexed by name: 
In pigs or slabs weighing each 35 pounds 
ee, ag ei ee re pe 
oe er, pean ae 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WOME 96,000 BOCAS 6a... 5 ciccccweos ccccece 
204 325 14 Type: 
Metal: 
OE EN ee rr we rre Tr 
Old: 
eg roe Pee ecw) ace ee a eee 
See. Sn eee I So, a aad & cease winteua Saw 
In packages named, C, L., minimum 


weight 36,000 pounds ..............-- 
NN on care cniee sO u te wos cies 
Oe OUI & Fc are ore ba Rae Ke eke et an « 
205 326 6 Valonia: 
in Bags, Darrele..or HORCS «oso. 00.0:0%. “aE are 


In packages named, C. L., minimum 
Welet. BO:008 POUMRGS ....e 6cccvcvceceviscs 
206 200 25 Vases, iron or steel: 
Finished: 
S. U.. loose or in packa@es. .... cciececce 
x. Be, tlonece or im. packages .....cs.000... 
Loose or in. packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000, pounGs ......ccccccccccce 
Unfinished, see Note: 
K. D., -loose or in packages .......... 
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K. D., loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ............ 
Note.—Ratings avvly only when arti- 
cle is not painted and not machined 
except that rough burrs may be re- 
moved. 
207 327 13 Vegetables: 

Canned or Preserved, including Canned 
Corn, Canned Hominy, Canned Pork 
and Beans, Canned Scrapple and 
Canned Tomatoes, but not including 
Dried Evaporated or Pickled Vegetables 
or Tomato Pulp: 


In earthenware packed in crates........ 1 
In glass or earthenware, packed in bar- 
PURE OE DOUOES 5c ceeds 40 5 2 sir sicccévccecaee 1 
In metal CURS 171 CEAIOR ccc vce iewetcececs 3 
In metal cans in barrels or boxes -R.26 
jIn packages named, C. L., minimum 


weight 36,000 pounds, see Note........ 

tNote.—Vegetables of one kind, in 
carloads, will be accepted in metal cans * 
in wooden boxes with lids tied in bun- 
dles; Rule 5-C will not apply to such 
shipments. 


Vehicles, Hand: 
Barrows, Trucks or Wagons: 
Nose Trucks, loose or in packages...... R.25 
Barrows, Trucks or Wagons, not other- 
wise indexed by name: 
With fixed bodies or with platforms 
: and standing ends, sides, stakes or 
standards, loose or in packages...... 1% 
With platforms, without standing ends, 
sides, stakes or standards or with 
ends, sides, stakes or standards de- 
tached, loose or in packages ........ R.25 
Nose Trucks or Barrows, Trucks or 
Wagons, not otherwise indexed by 
name, loose or in packages, straight 
or mixed C. L., minimum weight 24,- 
000 pounds (subject to Rule 27)...... 
Bicycles: 
In boxes or crates 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 10,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
ROE tie did eck Wa rsiaie 5 AA aera Solan Sab a's «8 
Vehicles, Horse Drawn: 
Freight: 
Carts: 
Concrete spreading: 
S. U., wheels on, actual weight, sub- 
ject to a minimum charge of 2,000 
pounds each at first-class. rate, 
loose, subject to Rule 7B.......... 1 


208 336 7 


209 333 16 


S. U., wheels off, loose or in pack- 
IR. aco a or ar ctlenidinina> Vem Ree EOE GAU es «5:0 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
‘ mum weight 20,000 pownds (subject 
, NE NS iss en ike Lo wa aie x o%e x oie 
Stone Boats, not wheeled, loose or in 
IS os aes. case ee lo Prin dooie Fe aces R.26 
Wagons: 
Logging, or Logging Trucks: 
S. U., wheels on or off, actual 
weight, subject to a minimum 
2 charge of 4,000 pounds each at first- 
WN I oe oa a cis Giers ae b-e 0 1 
K. D., loose or in-packages .........: 1 


Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to 


RES eee Re Se eee 
Lunch: 
S. U., wheels on or off, actual 
weight subject to a minimum 
charge of 5,000 pounds each at 
firat-cines: rate, TOGC....:.... 6.20.05. 1 


Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (subject to 


ht | RAR ARE RRC See ee 
Street Sprinkling: 
S U., actual weight, subject to a 
i minimum charge of 4,000 pounds 
each At first-class rate, loose...... 1 
Tanks, S. U., gears K. D., loose or 
Rep NN cia inns ke b-Cacue.e 1% 


Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 20,000 pounds (subject 


ae. SS ee era are ae 
=" Tank, not otherwise indexed by 
name: 
S. U., actual weight, subject to a 
minimum charge of 4,000 pounds 
each at first-class rate, loose...... 1 
Tanks S. U., gears K. D., loose or 
BATA Sere cre eee 11 
rd Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 20,000 pounds (subject 
“SSE AA ies ee 
210 329 7 Vehicles, Motor: 
Motorcycles: 
= Three wheeled: 
‘ S. 4). 1 DORGS-OF OPBRES. ...06. 2505 cc ae. 3tl 
| a Se rs ee 3tl 
Two wheeled, in boxes or crates........ 1% 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
ae 12,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
ae © lags Ee pan aR a eI ee 
1 211 337 18 Vehicle Parts: 


Automobile Parts: 
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Axle Housings, iron or steel, unfinished: 


5 Loose or in packages ...... eI ee 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds ............+++- 5 
Bodies: 
Passenger: 
Finished: 
Oe a reer tee 4tl 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (sub- 
SOE) Cie ee HEE vin 00h <.0'65: vic as 6% ove 1 
Not finished: 
EO ELE ee ETT PORE PTO. 3tl 
Ivy DOMOR OF GEOTOS o6. <.c0 no. 0.650 06cns 2%tl 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (sub- 
ee ey Res err er 2 
Freight: 
With fixed or standing tops, in 
5 ge a ee eee rere 4tl 
Without fixed or standing tops: 
OS ES RPO rae ae eae 3t1 
In“ Waee Oe CRON orks io cen cox od D1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (sub- 
See Ge NEE. Gos a ob kb beeie vss 2 
Brake Drums: 
Loose. Or Hi PACKABes ...iic ccs ce dae 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ......... 5 
Bumper Guards or Bumper Rails, in 
boxes, bumdles OF CALEB. ook csc ccc cee 2 
Gear Frame Side Bars: 
LOOGG- GF “1 DRG, 0.0 ciaceWccccascss 2 
Loose or in packages, C. l., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ......... 5 
Gear Frames, without attachments: 
eg ee Sree eee 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
. mum weight 16,000 pounds (subject 
ie NE laa cn an tsk aot och. wie > eo. % geese . -R.26 
5 Steering Wheel Rims, in boxes crates or RE 
‘ Steering Wheels: 
an. io in on dp wia'e 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
1 Cs ee ae AS So re an a ee ea 5 
Wind Shields: 
PR MI 5 Gis 6 iib:6 0c no eae ee sus eee weed en D1 
WN Mah 5'5: 5's 45d Hb'o aS ENTE 05- OS rae aes 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
— 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Be | ses osha. oe ck GUE S Su LER Gs A OTUR Sale o =" 3 
Wind Shield Frames: 
ee eS ae re D1 
DG 20. 6k wi deed aaa ee Sch enessteaws 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
re 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule . 
PR er Ra ae ea, Oa ee x 
Wrecking Trucks, loose or in packages.. Dike 
212 339 4 Vehicle Parts: 
x Axle Boxes or Skeins, iron or steel: 
' Weighing each less than 25 pounds, loose, 
or in bundles weighing each less than 
DN Sin 5. Ire. o.00 6g 6 CA RADA SD 950d oar 3 
Weighing each 25 pounds or over, loose, 
or in bundles weighing each 25 pounds 
ge a oe ee eas 4 
in Waerelia, Wemes Gr CYALeS 2.02.0. se ciees 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
ee a en 5 
4 213 339 7 Vehicle Parts: 
Bicycle or Motorcyle Parts: 
Forks, iron or steel: 
Finished, in barrels, boxes or crates.. 1 
Unfinished: 
In barrels, boxes, bundles er crates.. 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
s mum weight 30,000 pounds ........ is 5 
- Frames, iron or steel, in boxes or crates eee 
Handle Bar Grips, in barrels or boxes.... 1 
Handle Bars, Handle Bar Stems or Seat 
Posts, iron or steel: 
Eh WTO. OO TOE ion wo 6 hic bs ckoeiee 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to : 
a 2s fran n s aid babe. p buns 0h 04.006 06 ~ R.26 
Mud Guards: 
4 Iron or steel: 
Finished, in boxes or crates ........ 1 ; 
Unfinished, in’ boxes or crates ...... 3 . 
Cc. L., minimum weight 36,000 pounds .. 5 
7Wooden: 
Finished, in boxes or crates.......... 1% 
Unfinished, in boxes or crates........ 2 
Saddles, in barrels or boxes ............ ae | 
Spokes, iron or steel, in boxes ........ 3 
Wheel ‘Rims: 
4 Wooden, or wooden with metal lining: 
Finished, in boxes or crates...-.... D1 
Unfinished, in boxes, bundles or 
I oe See Pere” 1% 
In packages named, C., L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (subject 
Ce INES oe Bi als seo Ow sae Chal = 2 
Wheels: 
Bes. MR Hoenn SOE o's DORMER nit yd. Pehvadoheee 1% 
1 TER CORD OD darn 0. cn cinrn.e we pate sane n wan ees 1% 


Bicyele or Motorcycle Parts, not other- 
wise indexed by name, other’ than 
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THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


OND. c silett inn Me ate be 38'S vibe Ob eae own ee oe: . 
214 342 6 Vehicle Parts: 
Felloes or Wheel Rims, wooden, not other- 
wise indexed by name: 
Bent: 
In the white: 
In bundles or crates ..........++.-- ° 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 24,000 pounds (subject . 
lh EE MEY bs, Slo «ck? Cag a Wie eeln nv. «'s6 5 
In the rough:. 
Im BuUMGles OF CTATOB ccc cccccccccvees 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L , minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to ; 
ED re SEG a hs ow 500 gheke mich ws<00 6 6 
Sawed, not bent: 
In the white: 
Ist WUNGIOS GF CYBLOS *. . 2. eccccsccces 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- a 
mum weight 30,000 pounds ...... 5 
In the rough: 
Im bundles OF CrAteS . 2.2... .ccccsece 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds ........ 6 
215 342 9 Vehicle Parts: 
Fenders, Carriage or Wogon: 
ee Se UY I ole aie oo 3.6 664 « ocho ees cues 2 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
eer rr eee R.26 
216 Vehicle Parts: 
Hounds: 
Iron or steel: 
In boxes, bundles or crates ............ 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WEG SULOE OUND ok ss ccee pen ecerns 5 
217 343 6 Vehicle Parts: 
Hubs: 
Iron or steel: 
In barrels, boxes or crates .......... R.26 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
WLC SE ASS. WORMS Si ccc ccdiccsccse 5 
218 343 15 Vehicle Parts: 
Motorcycle Side Cars: 
Sin, WR BORO OF CEOCED csi. tcc ces BEI 
Ds 2, Sh WOMOO GF CTACOM, 6 06. bees cc cciess D1 
In packages named, C. I., minimum 
weight 10,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
BEE” REGGIE A SOUR RAs APRS TAO RRL DED FREE Oa a 2 
219 343 22 Vehicle Parts: 
Poles or Tongues: 
Iron or Steel: 
Te Pe ree 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L, minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds ......... kg attests 5 
Wooden: 
Finished: 
Passenger Vehicle: 
Bm TRROEIES OF CRATER 2.6. ince cccinscs 1 
In packages named, C. L., mini- . 
mum weight 16,000 pounds (sub- 
Ee eee reer ee R.26 
Wagon, Farm: 
Loose or in packages ............ 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 20.000 pounds (sub- 
SS SS are ear . R.26 
Poles or Tongues, wooden, finished, 
not otherwise indexed by name: 
Loose or in packages ............ 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 20.000 pounds (sub- 
PC oe eee R.26 
In the white, ironed or not ironed: 
S. Ges 
Im Bundles Or Crates: .<.. 5. cs ccc cee 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 16,000 pounds (sub- 
f ne ME OD © cavevedvetsccccs 4 
In bundles or crates .............. 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 30,000 pounds ...... 5 
In the rough: 
Loose or in packages .............. 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds........ 6 
Shafts, wooden: 
Finished: 
eT” a 1% 
tIn packages named. C. L., minimum 
weight 16,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
8 eR et Ree ETE oh ga ea a R.26 
In the white, ironed or not ironed: 
& OU. 
a ee 1% 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 16,000 pounds (subject 
06 I NPR Ms 0k 6 EER CET Cease ee ons 4 
me 
i WGI. GP CUMBED ook ok ccc cicncuds 3 
Loose or in packages C. L., mini- 
mum weight 30,090 pounds ........ 5 
In the rough, bent and sawed: 
Oe ee Pee er 3 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds .........cc..e-- 6 


220 343 26 Vehicle Parts: 


Runner Attachments for Wheeled Vehicles: 
ea eae 


In boxes, bundles or 


Vol. XVII, No. 23 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 20,000 pounds (subject to Rule ' 
ae RE RG ie Nees 's |g LAE EY, ae .R.26 
221 285 10 Vehicle Parts: 
Rut Cutters, for Sleigh Runners, in boxes 
ee NE +. 04 5 2d o bn ok oie eee ee On owas. be 1 
222 344 4 Vehicle Parts: 
Seats: 
Buggy or Carriage: 
Iron or steel with wooden lining: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates........ 1 
Nested, in boxes or crates ........... 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 16,000 pounds (subject to 
MONTES pic tke basso base ene sie = - R.26 
Wooden: 
Finished: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates...... 1%, 
Nested, in boxes or crates ......... 1 
In packages named, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (sub- 
SOOE TO TES BED nc nce ebcricncccee 2 
In the white: 
Not nested, in boxes or crates...... 1% 
Nested, in boxes or crates ........... 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 10,000 pounds (subject to 
et ne ere ere 2 
223 344 20 Vehicle Parts: 
Shoveling Boards and End Gates, com- 
bined: 
Sr ee I OD 5 5. on 85 58 9.5 5s nc Snow ae 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
eg SRE See a Rs a ene a np ees 5 
224 345 20 Vehicle Parts: 
Tops: 
| ee ee an er 4tl1 
K. D. flat or folded flat: 
WIN goo ein dat anna Deen bes Chew Se cewe D1 
eS =e ee ee ee Di 
In packages named, C. L., minimum 
weight 10,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
SUE Act ciea do aha ose ae Pe Med Vid. tare ye 2 
225 Vehicle Parts: 
Wheelbarrow Hoppers or Trays: 
Iron or steel: 
Not nested, loose or in packages...... 1 
Nested, in bundles or crates............ 2 
Wooden: 
Not nested, loose or in packages....... 1 
Nested, in bundles or crates.........<. 2 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Ce PGh socket AR CER Shs cAHE Se Oe we Care a 
226 346 23 Vehicle Parts: 
Wheels: 
Horse-drawn Vehicle: 
Iron or steel: 
IR A oa gd dyin WA toa aes Bae wie R.25 
In boxes, bundles or crates........... R.25 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 30,000 pounds................ 5 
Wooden: 
Finished: 
Passenger Vehicle or Spring Deliv- 
ery Cart or Wagon: 
Hub to hub, in boxes or crates...D 1 
Other than hub to hub, in boxes 
We 66 tans tee eackstabiedacs ] 
In packages named, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 10,000 pounds (sub- 
J ae | ED. aes 2 
Farm Wagon: 
Hub to hub, in boxes, bundles or 
NE” ew a taind vA E be 6 9 wn. wd > Di 
Other than hub to hub, loose or in 
I, ii danss atacaide on sXe cas eo 1 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 20,000 pounds (sub- 
Ud a ea 4 
Freight Vehicle, not otherwise in- 
dexed by name: 
Hub to hub, in boxes, bundles or 
INS | bccn Stee ra: alain bare bGain gs Siem, D 1 
Other than hub to hub, loose or in 
ON IE EE Te l 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 20,000 pounds sub- 
p SS YS ree 4 
In the white: 
Without tires: 
Hub to hub, in boxes, bundles or 
ER x. ncanusdianns-sios dei vac Ween b 9. D 
Other than hub to hub, loose or in 
EE PPO Teer Te I 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 14,000 pounds (sub- 
SRE Oh Ne BE a boos nen cia mess 
With iron or steel tires: 
Hub to hub, in boxes, bundles or 
ER. rey ee Pe eee D 
Other than hub to hub, loose or 
SR POO a ooo cin. once sec sicews.s 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- 
mum weight 18,000 pounds (sub- : 
a ee st ee ee . R.26 
Wheelbarrow: 
Iron or steel: 
SATO eee one Brees Tee ee 1 
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In boxes, bundles or crates........... } Fale One-half inch mesh or over, in barrels, 
eae : DOMES, CUBLOS. OF SOU 256'0 is 2 086 cn dsce cess R.26 
RTE OTE Le eee CEES ES Che ‘ inimum 
In boxes, bundies or erates... 0000000) 2 See ee ns 
es + Neen 5 287 352 31 Wire Goods or Wire Work, not otherwise in- 
Vehicle, not otherwise indexed by name: dexed by name: 
Iron or steel: Not flat, folded flat nor nested: 
Weighing each less than 10 pounds, pig ae SS a pee eee re Di 
loose, or in bundles weighing each In. Darras, Bones Or crates. .........-..09% Di 
less than 10 pounds ............... 1% Flat, folded fiat or nested: 
Weighing each 10 pounds or over, Bi I, oBiiiain olde DS thin -0 0 05¥. ds dee PCRS 1 
loose, or in bundles weighing 10 In barrels, boxes or crates ...........-++5 re 
DOCMES, OF IE ig 08 F ora 0 8 8s vos eo R.25 238 Wi St re , 
In barrels, boxes or crates .......... R.25 ire strand: 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum Copper, brass or bronze: 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to : In coils: or on reels). 3b 200 ci ce 3 
— Rule 27) ..--- eee ee cence eee cee eee ° In barrelg Or BORER. 022 2.6 ee cece seers 3 
Wooden, or iron or steel and wood In packages. named, C. L., minimum 
Py sag eo ie ae : weight 30,000 pounds..............+++0: we 
rs ee 239 354 21 Woodenware: 
Other than hub to hub, loose or in Woodenware, not otherwise indexed by 
ee et re ee re 1 name, in barrels, boxes or crates......... 4 
Loose or in packages, C. L., mini- Barrel Covers; Bread, Ironing, Knife Clean- 
mum weight 24.000 pounds (subject i ing, Lap or Meat Boards, Bung Starters; 
eh De She ery Pre 3) Butter Ladles, Molds or Spades; Chopping 
227 348 27 Waste: Trays; Clothes Line Props or Supports; 
Hatters’ Fur, other than Fur Clippings or Clothes Horses or Racks; Clothes Pound- 
= ‘ ers; Dippers; Faucets; Fish Tongs; 
RR in bales not machine pressed 9 Forks; not otherwise indexed by name; 
In machine pressed bales 5 3 Funnels; Ironing Tables (Iron Stands); 
z (Ste eae 2a es kee: hae Lemon Squeezers; Potato Mashers; Roll- 
Packing or Wiping, manufactured, woolen, ing Pins; Salt Boxes or Spice Cabinets, 
or woolen mixed with cotton or jute Household; Scoops; Spoons; Steak Pound- 
waste: ers; Tewel Rollers; Tubs, not otherwise 
as aati Ah a i A a a aca ec een adl abe 1 indexed by name; Wash Benches or 
ee er eee 1 Woodenware, not otherwise indexed by 
In machine pressed bales..............+.- 3 name, loose or in packages as specified 
In packages named, C. L., minimum for L. C. L. shipments, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule weight 15,000 pounds (subject to Rule 27) ..R.26 
DE” > Swine paps acsiote a eis bik gran Olle og noe was 4 Churn Dashers: 
228 348 23 Waste, Manufactured, for Packing or Wip- eS Se ee ee 3 
ing: In packages named, C. L., minimum 
Cotton: weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule . 
Oiled, with other than linseed oil, in iron Ae P ME ES Sho sie sea dr Sa ba Sree eedale A otabguie es A 
Gr Steel DANTON OF GREE oe ..2 cide ccwscs 4 240 355 8 Wool: 
Other than Oiled: Wool, not otherwise indexed by name: 
PE aso tinlbens 5 ahs Odes sas ee obit ees 2 In the grease: 
In barrels or boxes .........-+-.+++es- 2 Oe WE es os 60 eee alate tn iene crete 1 
In machine pressed bales .............. 4 In bales not machine pressed........... 1 
In packages named, C. L., minimum In machine pressed bales ............. 2 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule In packages named, C. L., minimum 
% el PLE TLE CE ee ER TOE EEET EUR EEE 5 weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Waste: Br. <5, sins aNGrelste oPRLAs. ob SR ERP KS Uae enlabia 3 
Cotton: Scqured: 
7 a &. a a ree 1% 
In compressed bales or in bags, sacks In bales not machine pressed......... 1% 
PS Ee. Ore aes 2 In machine pressed bales .............. 1 
ee ee rr 4 In packages named, C. L., minimum 
Minimum weight 20,000 pounds (subject weight 10,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Ge WE ah alos bebe etc acies doeceset a 5 1, Sa RR a Ale een RR 2 
229 312 30 Water, Evaporated Tank: 241 Work Bench Legs, iron or steel: 
IIIT 1 a ie1s-oc stbintg- a inom aun vais Wak wean ewes 4 RA. EP i, SED «iva: 5sd-niiva oie oA oie wes .0. 0% 1 
In barrels, C. L., minimum weight 30,000 i SD GP I 065 Salas howls nceGeeces 2 
I a eo cced-s wes sae Coa ake cee awe cme 5 Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
I 5 oi iran cs ba nae oars dee Ak ooo 5 WOlgme $0,000 Domne oc... s cc ccccecscseee 4 
230 110 81 Water Coolers and Filters combined, earthen- 242 7.9 Zine: ee 
ware or stoneware, packed in barrels, boxes Sherardizing: 
EET ASS Se) SIA at ee ee 1 * Se DPN Ol DOMES boos poe dev css twiewess R.26 
231 .. .. Waterers, Poultry, sheet iron or sheet steel, In packages named, C. L., minimum i 
in barrels, boxes or crates................- D1 weight 36,000 pounds.................+. oat OS 
232 350 14 Weasands: . 243 169 19 t Eliminate. 
ge a ae re 1 169 20 { Eliminate. 
Pickled or Salted, in barrels or boxes....... 3 169 21 +t Eliminate. 
+ In packages named, C. L., minimum weight , RULE 2 [C]. 
es ee eee ee 5 z : ; ~ : 
eee orn © = cata ont" Section 1. (a) Subject to the provisions of Rule 8, Section 2, 
233 350 27° W eed | gees eg age. liquid, not other- and unless otherwise provided in separate description of articles, 
I hay ~~ May ‘“” R... name: . when the following requirements and specifications are fully 
in bulk in barrels ......--- po ecsccccces sere 8 complied with, articles, except as provided in Section 1 (e): 
tIn bulk in barrels, C. L., minimum weight 3 ‘ 7 a 
i al tage hea tha oa 5 ._(b) When shipped in Fibreboard or Pulpboard Drums with 
234 351 3 Weldi c al fibreboard, pulpboard or metal tops and bottoms, will be rated 
e in oe oe . the same as if shipped in Wooden Drums; or 
In packages named, C, L., minimum weight (c) When shipped in Fibreboard or Pulpboard Pails with 
CE II Ce oh. ster ra) oe ee 5 fibreboard, pulpboard or metal tops and bottoms, will be rated 
235 352 2 Wicking: the same as if shipped in Wooden Pails. 
Braided, felt, knit or woven, in bales, bar- (d) The cylindrical container having either diameter or 
ec GS oF SP nee hI te 1 height of more than 15 inches, outside measurement, will be 
Wicking, not otherwise indexed by name: considered a Drum. The cylindrical container having both 
es SRN, Fark Senn eee. As TE ee 1 diameter and height of 15 inches or less each, outside measure- 
In bales, barrels or boxes ................ 2 ment, will be considered a Pail. 
236 352 26 Wire Cloth: (e) Glassware, other fragile articles, articles in fom or 
j : earthenware, liquids and articles that are not dry, will not be 
rte alge Ir gy; Me lass): ee Ne D1 accepted for transportation in Fibreboard or Pulpboard Drums 
In boxes 5 F 2 or Pails with fibreboard, pulpboard or metal tops and bottoms. 
In hoxes, C. L., minimum weight 30,000 (f) Fibreboard or Pulpboard used in making Fibreboard or 
OS RAPS erate ee ee 4 Pulpboard Drums or Pails with fibreboard, pulpboard or metal 
Copper, brass or bronze: tops and bottoms may be single ply with the outer surface 
i SN ais alice sds 0103 Weis uae 04m 1 waterproofed, or if more than single ply must have all plies 
In barrels, boxes or crates ..............- 1 firmly glued together, the outer ply waterproofed and no single 
In packages named, C. L., minimum ply less than .016 of an inch in thickness; and 
WeIMAL BP, GO8 POUMEG. 26. ccccceccccicess. 3 (g) Fibreboard or Pulpboard forming the bodies of Fibre- 


Iron or steel: 
Less than one-half inch mesh, in barrels 
boxes, crates or rolls 


board or Pulpboard Drums or Pails with fibreboard or pulp- 
board tops and bottoms must lap at the joint or seam not less 
than 2 inches and be firmly glued together throughout the 
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entire area of contact, and the joint or seam must be reinforced 
between the rims by ‘metal rivets, staples or stitches, at inter- 
vals of not more than 6 inches; the bottoms and tops of Drums 
or Pails must be made with rims 2 inches or over in depth, and 
overlap bodies the entire depth of rims; bottoms must be 
firmly glued to the bodies throughout the entire area of con- 
tact and reinforced by not less than 3 metal rivets, staples or 
stitches, firmly clinched on the inside; or 

The plies of fibreboard or pulpboard forming the bodies must 
be glued together and each ply must overlap the other so as 
to distribute the seams; tops and bottoms must be encircled 
with a metal rim extending not less than % inch on bodies, tops 
and bottoms. 

Tops must be firmly glued to the bodies throughout the entire 
area of contact; or 


Tops and bodies must be fitted with metal lugs each secured 


by not less than 2 tubular rivets anchored to the inside of top 
or body with metal strips, and fastened on opposite sides by 
wires running through each metal lug and tightly twisted; or 

Tops must be fastened by wires crossing at right angles, 
ends of wires to be passed under a wire or metal hoop encir- 
cling the bodies of Drums or Pails and securely fastened. 

Tops of Fibreboard or Pulpboard Drums or Pails with fibre- 
board or pulpboard tops or bottoms must,.also be sealed to 
bodies of Drums or Pails at opposites sides “with not less than 
2 paper seals, seals to bear identification mark, to be not less 
than 2x6 inches in size and to have a resistance of not less 
than 60 pounds to the square inch, Mullen Test, seals must 
extend not less than 2 inches above and below the rims and 
must be firmly glued throughout the entire area of contact. 

(h) Fibreboard or Pulpboard, forming the bodies of Fibre- 
board or Pulpboard Drums or Pails with metal tops and bot- 
toms, must be in one piece, and secured by a barbed iron or 
steel strip not less than U. S. standard gauge No. 22 in thick- 
ness, and not less than one inch wide, extending the entire 
length of the joint or seam; the barbs must be pressed through 
the fibreboard or pulpboard and clinched on the inside; the 
bodies must be securely crimped into the groove of the metal 
bottom and be further secured to bottom by not less than four 
metal rivets equal distances apart, 


Tops and bottoms must be made of skeet iron or steel, not 
less than U. S. standard gauge No. 28 in thickness, pressed to 
shape in one piece, with rims not less than 1% inches wide; 
surface of tops and bottoms to be countersunk, so as to form 
a groove completely around the inside of rim to receive the top 
or bottom edge of bodies. Edge of rims must be rolled. 

Bodies must be fitted with not less than four metal lugs or 
ears, each secured to the body by two or more barbs not less 
than % inch long, anchored to the inside of Drum or Pail with 
metal strips. 

Tops must be fastemed to bodies by wires passing through 
holes in top rim and through each metal lug and tightly twisted, 
the ends of not less than two such wires on opposite sides of 
the package must be sealed with metal seals bearing identifica- 
tion mark. 


(i) When the single ply or combined board in the body, bot- 
tom and top of Fibreboard or Pulpboard Drums or Pails with 
fibreboard or pulpboard tops and bottoms is not less than .100 
of an in¢h in thickness, having a resistance of not less than 
300 pounds to*the square inch, Mullen Test, and in the rims is 
not less than .080 of an inch in thickness, having a resistance 
of not less than 175 pounds to the square inch, Mullen Test, 
the gross weight of the Drum or Pail and its contents shall not 
exceed 55 pounds; or 


When the single-ply or combined board in the body, bottom 
and top is not less, than .110 of an inch in thickness, having a 
resistance of not less than 375 pounds to the square inch, 
Mullen Test, and in the rims not less than .100 of an inch in 
thickness, having a resistance of not less than 250 pounds to 
the square inch, Mullen Test, the gross weight of the Drum or 
Pail and its contents shall not exceed 90 pounds; or 


When the single ply or combined board in the body and rims 
is not less than .080 of an inch in thickness, having a resistance 
of not less than 175 pounds to the square inch, Mullen Test, 
and in the bottom and top is not less than .100 of an inch in 
thickness, having a resistance of not less than 300 pounds to the 
square inch, Mullen Test, and the rims of the bottom and top 
meet, completely covering the body, the gross weight of the 
Drum or Pail and its contents shall not exceed 55 pounds. 


(j) When the single ply or combined board in the body of 
Fibreboard or Pulpboard Drums or Pails with metal tops and 
bottoms is not less than .100 of an inch in thickness, having a 
resistanee of not less than 300 pounds to the square inch, Mullen 
Test, the gross weight of the Drum or Pail and its contents 
shall not exceed 55 pounds; or 


When the single ply or combined board in the body is not 
less than .110 of an inch in thickness, having a resistance of 
not less than 375 pounds to the square inch, Mullen Test, the 
gross weight of the Drum or Pail and its contents shall not ex- 
ceed 90 poundg. 


(k) Subject to the provisions of Rule 8, Section 2, and unless 
otherwise provided in separate description of articles, when the 
requirements and specifications of Rule 2 [C] are not fully com- 
plied with, the freight rates on articles in Fibreboard or Pulp- 
board Drums or Pails with fibreboard, pulpboard or metal tops 
and bottoms shall be increased 50 per cent with a minimum 
increase of 5 cents per 100 pounds above the rates applicable 
on such articles in Drums or Pails that do comply with the 
requirements and specifications of Rule 2 [C]. 


(i) <All Fibreboard or Pulpboard Drums or Pails with fibre- 
board, pulpboard or metal tops and bottoms that are made to 
conform to the requirements and specifications of this Rule, 
must bear certificate of Drum or Pail maker, labeled, printed 
or stamped in ink, showing that the Drums or Pails do so con- 
form; this certificate to be not less than 2% by 4 inches, and 
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to be a facsimile of the following in form and style of type 
and wording: 






scramle' fates. vy OF DRUM OR PAIL werecet 
Sr te, ot, Sek. eee te Meer ee: kee 


akanGane OR PULPBOARD, OUTER SUR- 
FACE OR PLY WATERPROOFED. 













cf ee ee ce Inch 
THICKNESS ES OR a Sewat et whi aid onree doe kns-d Inch 
NOT LESS THAN EE RE Se eres Inch 

UNE as eile ss Ke gee tas sete Inch | 
RESISTANCE | 
(MULLEN TEST) Top and Bottom....... Per Sq. Inch | 
SINGLE PLY OR EE nite angen esses paaiel Per Sq. Inch | 
COMBINED WE. os << Sngins ov eaten Per Sq. Inch 
BOARD. .- 
DIMENSIONS: Height..... Inches. Diameter..... Inches 
So Pn eens her ere Pounds 





* Insert Drum or Pail, as the case may be. 
¥ Insert the number of plies. 
tInsert Drum or Pail Maker’s 


name and address. 








CERTIFICATE OF DRUM OR PAIL MAKER 
THE BODY OF THIS..... IS MADE OF.....%..... 
FIBREBOARD OR PULPBOARD, OUTER SURFACE OR | 
PLY WATERPROOFED, WITH METAL TOP 
AND BOTTOM. 
THICKNESS Be nn oa ne ee. Inch 
NOT LESS THAN Each SERS are OE S ee Inch 
RESISTANCE 
OF BODY 

(MULLEN TEST) | id em nauae Mal. Per Sq. Inch | 





SINGLE PLY OR 
COMBINED 
BOARD. 


Top and Bottom iron or steel, not less than U. S. Stand- | 
ard Gauge No. 28. | 

Side Strip, iron or steel, not less than U. S. Standard | 
Gauge No. 22. 

DIMENSIONS: Height...... Inches. Diameter..... Inches | 

eR RT eee oe ree Pounds | 





*Insert Drum of EET cha as the case may be. 

y*Insert the number of plies. 

tInsert Drum of Pail Maker’s name and address. 
‘ (m) Drums or Pails must also show description of con- 
ents. 


(n) When shipments are tendered for transportation in 
Fibreboard .or Pulpboard Drums or Pails conforming to the 
requirements and specifications of this Rule, the shipper must 
certify on shipping orders and bills of lading as follows: 

“The fibre drums or pails used for this shipment conform to 
the specifications set forth in the drum or pail maker’s certifi- 
cate thereon, and all other requirements of Rule 2 (c) of Offi- 
cial Classification.” 


Section 2. Articles liable to loss from sifting or leakage 
must be in bags, cans or cartons or the Drum or Pail must 
be lined with tough paper or cloth; articles must be so packed 
in the Drum or Pail as to completely fill it. 

245 169 22 tGrain and Grain Screenings: 

Note 1.—In ordering cars for grain the 
minimum carload weight of which is 
subject to this Note, the shipper must or- 
der those cars of weight capacity equal 
to or in excess of the minimum carload * 
weights prescribed. 

Whenever practicable cars of weight 
capacity equal to or in excess of the min- 
imum carload weight prescribed will be 
furnished, and when available they must 
be used. 

If the carrier is unable to furnish a 
car of weight capacity equal to or in ex- 
cess of the prescribed minimum carload 
weight and a car of less weight capacity 
is available, such smaller capacity car 
will be furnished and the minimum 
weight to be charged therefor will be its 
marked capacity, but in no case less than 
40,000 pounds. 

Barley: 
Not Sprouted: 

In sacks or barrels (C. L., minimum 

weight 60,000 pounds) (subject to : 
Te ere Oe rae Ce, are 5 66 
In bulk, minimum weight 60,000 : 
pounds (subject to Note 5).......... . Oo 
Barley-Oats Mixture: 
In sacks or barrels (C. L., minimum 
weight 51,200 pounds) (subject to Notes 


OE GOES EAE EET 2 NS ee a 5 6 
In bulk, mifiimum weight 51,200 pounds - 
(subject to Notes 3 and. 5)............ : 6 


Note 3.—C. L. minimums shown for 
these items apply only when the pro- 
portion of Barley is not over 25 per 
cent of the mixture, 








on- 


in 
the 
just 


) to 
ifi- 
ffi- 


age 
ust 
ked 


June 3, 1916 


246 97 


247 129 


248 338 


249° 4 


Barley-Oats Mixture: 

In sacks or barrels (C. L., minimum 
weight 60,000 pounds) (subject to Notes 
ME ME Aenea hb os Sie vees «5 be eae ede as 

In bulk, minimum weight 60,000 Ibs. 
(subject to Notes 4 and 5)........... 

Note 4.—C. L. minimums shown for 
these items apply only when the pro- 
portion of Barley is more than 25 per 
cent of the mixture. 

Corn, N. O.'S.: 
Other than above: 
Shelled: 

In sacks or barrels (C. L., minimum 

weight 61,600 pounds)» (subject to 


tS oe ee eae eee ee 
In bulk, minimum weight 61,600 
pounds (subject to Note 5)....... 

Not shelled: 
>. Fe ge aa eee 
Minimum weight 49,000 pounds...... 

Oats: 

In sacks or barrels (C. L., minimum 


See 51,200 pounds) (subject to Note 
PR Re FR AS Bir free BA aS 
In bulk, minimum weight 51,200 pounds 
(subject to Note 5) 
Rye: 
N. O. S.: 

In sacks or barrels (C., 
weight 61,600 pounds) 
Note 5) 

In bulk, minimum weight 61,600 pounds 
(subject to Note 5) 

Wheat: 
nm. @ B3 

In sacks or barrels (C. L., 
weight 64,500 pounds) 
Note 

In bulk, minimum weight 64,500 pounds 
(GOES "TE THOUS: Coo sisacieess sete 

Grain Screenings (consisting of one or 
more kinds of grain screenings): 
In sacks or barrels (C. L., minimum 

— 51,200 pounds) (subject to Note 

OF coeheeraserOneseses Serr enserceseeeseres 

In bulk, minimum weight 51,200 pounds 
tO ee! ek Bete eer ee 
Note 5.—When a car of grain or 
grain screenings is loaded at loading 
point to within three feet of the roof 
at the side walls of the car and a nota- 
tion to this effect is inserted on bills 
of lading by shipper, actual weight will 
apply. In the absence of a notation to 
the above effect the prescribed mini- 


L., minimum 
(subject to 


ee 


minimum 
(subject to 


mum weights subject to actual 
weights if in excess will apply. 

4 Caps, Covers or Tops, for Bottles, Cans, 
Glasses or Jars or Can Bottoms, see 
Note: 

Iron, steel or tin and cork, paper or 
pulpboard combined: 

Ee. WREPOIS OP DOT oh ook osc dds cede tex 

jIn packages named, C. L., minimum 


ne 16,000 pounds (subject to Rule 

14 Electrical Appliances: 
Junction Boxes or Cabinets: 

Without fittings: 

Be EE iE a owe wlan ink whee nab cask 

In barrels, boxes or crates 

In packages named, C. L., 

weight 30,000 pounds 


11 Starters, Gasoline Engine: 


minimum 


Pe eo oe ahi thins ohebetaats 
In boxes, C. L., minimum weight 30,000 
| ee et ee Soe Sear ee ee ean 
7 Rule 2 (B) 
Section 6. (a). Three-ply or more Fibre- 


board or Pulpboard must be used in the 
construction of Wirebound Fibreboard Boxes. 

(b). There must be four wood cleats not 
less than 11-16 by 15-16 inch, with mortised 
joints, making a tight-fitting frame at each 
end of the box. 

The body must be made in one piece with 
an overlap of not less than one inch, making 
a tight joint when closed by twisting the 
ends of binding wires together. The body 
must encircle the end frames. The binding 
wires must be continuous and not more than 
8 inches apart. 

The binding wire at each end must be firm- 
ly fastened to each cleat by staples at in- 
tervals of not more than 3 inches, driven 
through the fibreboard and into the cleats. 
The other wire or wires must be firmly fas- 
tened to the board by staples, clinched on 
the inside and not more than 3 inches apart. 

The ends shall be firmly fastened to the 
inside cleats with nails or staples not more 
than 3 inches apart. p 

+(c). When three-ply or more Fibreboard 
or Pulpboard, as specified in Section 2 (a) 
and (b), is used in making wirebound fibre- 
board boxes and the outside dimensions of 
the box, length, width and depth added, do 
not exceed 60 inches, the binding wires shall 
be not less than No. 16 gauge and the gross 


oe 


fr) 


ol 
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250 204 1 


251 250 15 
252 62 15 


256 190 24 


weight of the box and its contents shall not 
exceed 50 pounds, 

t(d). When three-ply or more Fibreboard 
or Pulpboard as specified in Section 2 (a) and 
(c), is used in making Wirebound Fibreboard 
Boxes and the outside dimensions of the box, 
length, width and depth added, do not ex- 
ceed 65 inches, the binding wires shall be 
not less than No. 16 gauge and the gross 
weight of the box and its contents shall not 
exceed 100 pounds, ° 

7(e). When three-ply or more Fibreboard 
or Pulpboard as specified in Section 2 (a) and 
(d), is used in making Wirebound Fibre- 
board Boxes and the outside dimensions of 
the box, length, width and depth added, do 
not exceed 70 inches, the binding wire shall 
be not less than No. 14 gauge, and when the 
end of the box exceeds 10 inches in width 
an additional cleat or batten not less than 
11-16 by 15-16 inch shall be placed vertically 
at the center of each end and secured by 
nails driven through end cleats into the ad- 
ditional cleat or batten, and the gross 
weight of the box and its contents shall not 
exceed 150 pounds, 
Ladders, Scaffolds, 

Horses: 

jLadders, iron or steel, not otherwise in- 

dexed by name: 

Exceeding 22 feet in length, as shipped, 
loose or in packages, subject to a mini- 
mum charge of 1,000 pounds at the first- 
class rate for the entire shipment...... 

Not exceeding 22 feet in length, 
or in packages, actual weight 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 36,000 pounds ........cccscsccces 

jLadders, wooden, not otherwise indexed 

by name: 

Not collapsed: 

Exceeding 22 feet in length, as shipped, 
loose or in packages, subject to a 
minimum charge of 1,000 pounds at 
the first-class rate for. the entire 
shipment 
Not exceeding 22 feet in length, loose 
or in packages 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
+ a 12,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
tOil Well Packers, rubber, in boxes........ 2 
Boiler or Pipe Covering, in blocks, forms 

or sheets: 

Asbestos, felt or magnesia, 

combined: 

In barrels, boxes or crate® ...........00% 3 

Loose or in packages, see Note 1, C. L., 
minimum weight 24,000 pounds (sub- 
pT ee eS ae ee areas 

Note 1.—Rating will include the nec- 
cessary metal fastening bands and 
a? lap 5 binding strips. 

Cork Boiler Covering ° 
Cork Pipe Covering } Eliminate: 

To take ratings for Cork Shapes, 

or Slabs (Chips, Granulated, Ground, 

Shavings or Waste Cork, in Machine- 

pressed Forms)—see items 2, 3 and 4, 

page 115, Classification No. 43. 

Rosin: 

In boxes 

Py ee oe ees eae ae ee 4 

In packages named, C. L., minimum weight 

36,000 pounds 

Rosin Dross: 

SE oe ee reir ne er eere e ere ~4 

In packages named, C. L., minimum weight 

Je OS rere Pep Pres ee 

Machinery and Machines: 

Engines, Caloric (Hot Air): 

Loose or on skids 

In boxes or crates 

Machinery and Machines: 

Food or Meat Choppers (Grinders), Hand: 

mn Derrels Or DOMOM, Ts Ce Wii sci cet cca 2 

In packages named, straight or mixed 
Cc. L., min. weight 30,000 pounds...... 


Machinery and Machines: 
Fuel Economizers, for steam boilers: 


Trestles and_ Builders’ 


i 


separate or 


Sheets 


S, G., loeee' ar Olt SR iin os dase esas ine 3 
K. D. or in sections, loose or in pack- 
SNE race bares aa ive endiea n> Hate Ween da ate 3 


Ss. U., K. D. or in sections, in packages, 


loose or on _ skids, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to 
Rule 27) (subject to Note 3).......:.. 


Sprayers, Field, Garden or Orchard: 
Barrel or Tank and Engine combined, 
horse drawn: 
S. U., wheels on, shafts or poles de- 
tached, loose or in packages, see Note.. Dl 
S. U., wheels off, shafts or poles de- 


tached, loose or in packages, see 

WER. Sch cepewced> buh agaibes tenes épupis'es, oe 
K. D., in barrels, boxes or crates...... zc 
Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 


weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
SEY. crc cvddipFespebsoccdods che Geveves ry 


1189 


co 








1190 THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


Barrel or Tank, without Engine: 
Wheeled, hand propelled: 
S. U., wheels on, loose or in packages, 


EE SI Gans oa hacia bie sneaks kis BO-6 tia oS D1 
S. U., wheels off, loose or in packages, 

sale i nik 620.00 0c, ame bane « adie 0-« 1% 
K. D., in barrels, boxes or crate...... 1 


Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
ED hag o-ar carl oda Caiacta wi Pk ae sk eae oe a 5 

Wheeled, horse drawn: 

S. U., wheels on, shafts or poles de- 
tached, loose or in packages, see 
SE hh inns 5 enlace a een hina bee ie ae OG D1 

S. U., wheels off, shafts or poles de- 
tached, loose or in packages, _ see 
PR. oinag Ad 66nd PHKSASTA THe emne so Kees > 1% 

K. D., wheels, shafts or poles, loose 
or in packages, other parts in bar- 
Tele,  ROMOE. OF GERIOE (0.05 can wniccceses 1 

Loose or in packages, C. L., minimum 
weight 24,000 pounds (subject to Rule 
Ri En RI fe A el A SE 

Note.—Small detachable parts must 
be in barrels, boxes or crates, or 
packed in sprayer barrel or tank. 

Other than Wheeled: 


ol 


Note.—Iitems In the Docket marked with an asterisk (*) are 
new, having been added since last Friday’s Dally and since the 
last Issue of The Traffic World. Cancellations and postpone- 
ments announced too late to make the change In this Docket 
will be noted elsewhere. 


June 5—Denver, Colo.—Examiner La Roe: 
8424—Hallack & Howard Lumber Co. vs. Denver & Rio Grande 
R. R, Co. et al. 
1. & S. 805—Rates on export grain from Colorado. 
June 7—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
8511—Wisconsin Freight Relief Association et al. vs. C. & N. 
W. Ry. et al. 
8525—La Crosse Shippers’ Assn. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. et al. 
8581—-Cedarburg Advancement Assn. et al. vs. Ann Arbor 
R. R. et al, 
June 8—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
4981—Pacific Creamery Co. vs. Sou. Pac. Co. et al 
5422—Arizona Corporation Commission vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. 
Co, et al. 
7091—Charles R. McCormick et al. vs. Sou. Pac. Co. et al. 
June 8—Washington, D. C.—Examiner Gartner: : : 
* 8898—Ashtabula-Port Maitland car ferry service. Application 
of the Michigan Central R. R. Co. under Sec. 5 of the Act. 
June 9—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
8373—East and West Lumber Co. et al. vs. Ore.-Wash. R. R. 
& Nav. Co. et al. 
1. & S. 790—New England plaster. 
June 10—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
7653—Union Lumber Co. vs. Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe Ry. Co. 
7514—Fairmont Creamery Co.. vs. Adams Express Co. et al. 
6593—Stevens Grocery Co. et al. vs. St. L. I. M. & S. et al. 
8491— Whiteville Lumber Co. et al. vs. Atlantic Coast Line 
R. R. Co. et al. 
June 12—Washington, D. C.—Examiner Marshall: 
|. & S. 774—Bituminous coal to C. F. A. territory. 
June 12—Sioux City, Ia.—Examiner Gerry: 
8426—Sioux City Live Stock Exchange vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
Co. et al. 
June 14—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
8532—R. R. Commissioners of Florida vs. Fla, East Coast Ry. 
8519—Lutcher & Moore Lumber Co, et al. vs, Tex..& N. O. 
R. R. et al. 
8576—Gulf Atlantic Steamship Co. vs. Atlantic Coast Line 
R. R. Co. et al. 
8462—Armour Grain. Co. vs. Mich. Cent R. R. Co. et al. 
June 15—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
Fourth Section Applications Nos. 10215 and 1604. 


June 15—Minneapolis, Minn.—Examiner Gerry: 
8379—Minnesota & Ontario Power Co. vs. Big Fort & Inter- 
national Falls Ry. Co. et al. 
8641—Northern Potato Traffic Assn. vs. C. & A. R. R. Co. et al. 
June 16—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
6924—Isaac Joseph Iron Co. vs. M. L. & T. R. R. & S. S. 
Co. et al. 
8599—The Hocking Domestic Coal Co. vs. Kanawha & Michi- 
igan Ry. Co. 
June 16—Minneapolis, Minn.—Examiner Gerry: 
8768—Minneapolis Traffic Assn, et al. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. 
Co. et al. 
June 17—Argument at Washington, D. C.: 
4792—Plymouth Coal Co. vs. P. R. R. Co. et al. 
6917—G. B. Markle Co. et al. vs. L. V. R. R. Co. et al. 
6189—Red Ash Coal Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. J. 
7521—Meeker & Co. vs. C. R. R. of N. J. 
6770—Weston Dodson & Co. et al. vs. C. R. R. of N. J. 
June 19—Minneapolis, Minn.—Examiner Gerry: 
6194—Holmes & Hallowell vs. Great Northern Ry. Co. et al. 
6357—Imperial Elevator Co. vs. Great Northern et al. Also 
Sub. Nos. 7 and 8 in No. 6357. 
6715—Interior Lumber Co. vs. Northern Pacific et al. Also 
Sub. No. 22 in No. 6715. 
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tNot Uniform Classification item. 
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Docket of the Commission 





6794—Northwestern Elevator Co. et al. vs. Great Northern et 
al. Also Subs. Nos. 1, 2 and 3 to same. 
8537—Illinois Coal Operators’ Assn. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. 


et al. 

8119—Federal Elevator Co. et al. vs. Great Northern Ry. Co. 

7656—John Miller Co. vs. Northern Pacific Ry. Co. 

—— - Alexander et al. vs. Chicago & Northwestern Ry. 

‘oO. et al. 

6357, Sub. No. 1—Crozier-Olds Coal Co. vs. Great Northern 
et.al. Also Subs. Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
16, 17, 19 and 20 in No. 6357. 

6552—Lampert Lumber Co, et al. vs. Great Northern Ry. Co. 
et al. Also Subs. 1 to 14 inclusive in the same case. 

6715, Sub. No. 1—F. A. Alsop & Co. vs. Northern Pacific. Also 
Subs. Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 23 in same. 

6794, Sub. No. 4—Dower Lumber Co. vs. Northern Pacific Ry. 

6794, Sub. No. 5—Dower Lumber Co. vs. Great Northern Ry. 

6794, Sub. No. 6—Wilcox Lumber Co. vs. Northern Pacific Ry. 

6983—Lampert Lumber Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. et al, Also 
Sub. Nos. 1 and 2 in same. 

7281, Sub. No. 2—Nortz Lumber Co. vs. Great Northern et al. 
and Subs. Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8. 

7498—Christensen-Imes Lumber Co. vs. Northern Pacific et al. 
and Subs. Nos. 1 and 3 thereto. 

7895—Traffic Bureau of the Commercial Club of Aberdeen, 
S:. D., vs. Great Northern Ry. Co. et al. 


June 19—Washington, D. C.: 
In re Section 10 of the Clayton anti-trust act. 


SUSPENDED TARIFFS 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE N&WS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


May 26, in I. and S.,No. 848, the Commission suspended from 
May 31 until September 28 C. C. C. & St. L. I. C. C. No. 6719. 
The suspended tariff makes an increase of 1 cent per i100 
pounds in rates on grain and grain products from Chicago and 
certain points taking Chicago rates, to Frankfort, Ky. 

May 27, in I. and S. No. 788, the Commission further sus- 
pended from June 4 until December 4, provisions in Supplement 
No. 1 to the New York, New Haven & Hartford I. C. C. No. 
F1739. The suspended provisions would have the effect of 
canceling carload commodity rates on crushed stone, in bags, 
between various points in New York, Connecticut, Massachu- 
setts and Rhode Island, making higher class rates applicable. 
They were suspended originally from February 5 until June 4. 

May 27, in I. and S. No. 789, the Commission further sus- 
pended from June 5 until December 5, items appearing in: 
Louisville & Nashville I. C. C. No. A13548: Tennessee Central, 
H. B. Chamberlain, W. K. McAlister, receivers, Supplement No. 
4 to I. C. C. No. A342. The suspended items amend transit 
rules which permit flour drawn into Nashville from Ohio and 
Mississippi River Crossings to be converted into self-rising 
flour and reshipped at through rates in effect via Nashville 
to southern points. The suspended items cancel the applica- 
tion of such transit rules as to traffic destined to certain ter- 
ritory. They were suspended originally from February 6 and 
February 15 until June 5 

May 27, in I. and S. No. 792, the Commission further sus- 
pended from June 10 to December 10, Items 2292B and 2292C 
in Leland Sup. No. 3 to 7. C. C. No. 1101, Sup. No. 4 to I. C. C. 
No. 1101. The suspended items increase rates on cottonsecd 
meal, cake and other cottonseed products from points in central 


‘and southern Texas. Their operation was suspended originally 


from February 11 and March 12 until June 10. 

May 27, in I. and S. No. 850, the Commission suspended 
until October 4, the schedules contained in F. A. Leland, agent, 
Sup. 35 to I. C. C. No. 1085, Sup. 36 to I. C. C. No. 1085, e‘fect- 
ive June 6, 1916; Sup. 21 to.l. C. C. No. 1094, effective June 7, 
1916. Eugene Morris, agent, Sup. 35 to I. C. C. No. 546, Sup. 
36 to I. C. C, 546, effective June 6, 1916. The suspended sched- 
ules named increased rates on fresh meat from Omaha, Chi- 
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cago, St. Louis, and other points, to various destinations in 
Oklahoma, . 

May 27, in I. and S. No. 851, the Commission suspended from 
June 1 until September 29, a portion of Item No. 170 of Boyd’s 
Ic. Cc. No. A656. The suspended item contains a provision 
to the effect that certain rules therein stated governing the 
transportation of less-than-carload shipments of packing house 
roducts and fresh meats in peddler cars between certain 
points in Western Trunk Line territory will not apply in con- 
nection with rates subject to Official Classification ratings. 
The suspended item would have the effect of increasing rates 
from Chicago and other points of origin to a number of desti- 
nations in northern Michigan. 

May 29, in I. and S. No. 852, the Commission suspended from 
June 1 and subsequent dates until September 28, schedules in 
the following: Chicago Great Western R. R. Co. Sup. 28 to I. C. 
Cc. No. 4863, Sup. 29 to I. C. C. No. 4863. E. B. Boyd, agent, 
Sup. 66 to I. C. C. No. A422, Sup. 26 to I. C. C. No, A422, Sup. 
71 to I. C. C. No. A494, Sup. 72 to I. C. C. No; A494; Sup. 73 to 
Cc. & o. A494 (effective July 1, 1916); Sup. 29 to lL. C. C. 
No. A588; Sup. 28 to I. C. C. No. A602; Sup. 29 to I. C. C. No. 
A602 (effective July 1, 1916). The suspended schedules cancel 
commodity rates on fireproofing from Chicago, St. Louis and 
points taking same rates, to various destinations in Western 
Trunk Line territory and between points in Western Trunk 
Line territory. The present rate from Chicago to Kansas City 
is 11% cents per 100 pounds. The proposed class E rate is 16 
cents per 100 pounds. The present rate from St. Louis to Kan- 
sas City is 7% cents per 100 pounds and the proposed rate is 
11 cents. Like increases would result as to traffic moving 
between other points. 

May 29, in I. and S. No. 853, the Commission suspended from 
June 1 until September 29, schedules in Sups. Nos. 3 and 4 to 
Boyd’s I. C. C. No. A629. The suspended schedules cancel 
joint rates on-salt from Hutchinson, Kanopolis and other points 
in Kansas to destinations located on the St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco in Missouri. The proposed combination rates are in some 
instances as much as 20% cents higher than, the present rates, 
For illustration the present rate from Kanopolis to St. Louis is 
14 1-3 cents and the proposed rate is 35 cents. 

May 29, in I. and S. No. 854, the Commission suspended from 
May 31 until September 29, items in the following: Boyd Sup. 
71 to I. C. C. No. A494, Sup. 72 to I. C. C. No. A494, Sup. 73 to 
I. Cc. C. No. A494. The suspended items increase rates on 
cotton bagging and cotton duck, any quantity, from Chicago, 
Peoria, St. Louis and points taking same rates, to destina- 
tions in Kansas. 

May 31, in IL. and S. No. 855, the Commission suspended from 
June 1 until September 29, items in the following: C. M. & 
St. P. Ry. Second Revised Pages 495 and 496, Third Revised 
Pages 522 and 523, and Second Revised Pages 567, 568 and 569 
of C. M. & St. P. . C. C. No. -B3i170. C. R. I. & P. Ry. (Jacob 
M. Dickinson, receiver) Sup. 8 to I. C. C. No. C9873. E. B. 
Boyd, agent, Sup. 28 to I. C. C. No. A500, Sup. No. 29 te I. C. 
C. No. A500. The suspended items name new class rates be- 
tween stations located on the South Dakota Central Ry. in 
South Dakota and Chicago, Milwaukee, Duluth, St. Paul, and 
points taking same rates. The ‘proposed rates are in somé 
instances from 2 to 4 cents higher than the present class rates 
and there are also reductions of from 1 to 5 cents per 100 
pounds. The interested carriers have expressed a desire to 
withdraw the suspended rates. : 

May 31, in I. and S. No. 856, the Commission suspended from 
June 1 until September 29, items in the following: Eugene 
Morris, agent, Sup. 10 to I. C. C. No. 541; E. B. Boyd, agent, 
Sup. 10 to I. C. C. No. A605. The suspended items name new 
joint commodity rates on brick and articles taking same rates 
from various points of origin in Central Freight Association 
territory to Sault Ste. Marie, Ont. The proposed through rates 
are in excess of the sums of the intermediate rates. The 
proposed through rate from Cincinnati, O., is $3.24 per net ton. 
The combination rate is $3.14 per net ton, based on a rate of 
$2.84 to Sault Ste, Marie, Mich., plus 30 cents per ton beyond. 





Digest of New Complaints 











a 8883, Price Bros. & Co., Ltd., Quebec, Canada, vs. Can. 
Nor. et al. 

Alleges unjust and unreasonable rates and charges on news 
print paper from Jonquiere, Que., to Wilkes-Barre, Pa. Asks 
for cease and desist order and reparation. 

ae 8884, rere Chamber of Commerce vs. B. & O. R. R. 

0. et al. 

_ Alleges that by reason of grossly and notoriously inadequate 
insufficient terminal, elevator and storage facilities at Balti- 
more, the defendants have been required to enforce em- 
bargoes on grain moving to Baltimore, Md., for export. The 
complainant charges that the practice results in undue and 
unreasonable prejudice to the merchants in the port of Bal- 
timore. Asks for a cease and desist order and that the 
Commission assume jurisdiction over the issuance of embar- 
g0es to the end that unjust discrimination may be eliminated. 

No. 8804, Sub. No. 1. Orrin S. Good, Spokane, Wash., vs. Chi- 
cago, Milwaukee & St. Paul et al. 

Against a rate of 39.5 cents on lumber from Springdale, 
Wash., to White Sulphur Springs, Mont., as unjust and un- 
reasonable in that it exceeds the Spokane rate. Asks for a 
cease and desist order and reparation. 

No. 8885, Sub. No. 1. Muncie & Western R. R. Co. vs. C. C. C. 
& St. L. et al. 

Unjust and unreasonable discrimination against complain- 
ant in favor of other terminal railroads at Muncie in that 
allowances to it for switching are less than the cost of per- 
forming such services. Asks for just and reasonable allow- 
ances and reparation. 
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Legal Department 


Conducted by 


CHARLES CONRADIS 
General Counsel, The Traffic Service Bureau 


In this department we answer simple questions relating to the law 

of interstate transportation of freight. Readers desiring special 

service by immediate answer may obtain privately written answers 

to their inquiries by the payment of a small fee, as elsewhere ex- 

plained. Address Legal Department, The Traffic Service Bureau, 

Colorado Building, Washington, D.C. 

% * 
Shipment to Intermediate Point to Defeat Through Rate. 

Qhio.—Question: “In a discussion with several traffic 
friends, the question arose as to the elasticity of the In- 
terstate Commerce Law and Interstate Commerce Rulings. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission has ruled that 
where the through rate between points is higher than the 
combination of locals, it is unlawful to reconsign in transit, 
or endeavor to evade payment of the through rate. In my 
opinion this ruling is sufficiently elastic to enable the 
shippers to take advantage of this point. If combinations 
of locals between Cincinnati and Oklahoma territory rout- 
ing via East St. Louis are lower than the through rate, I 
maintain that anyone could ship goods to a distributor 
or person at East St. Louis with instructions to accept 
shipment, make a new bill of lading and forward goods to 
the consignee in Oklahoma to which they were originally 
sold. This constitutes two separate shipments, moving 
as it would on two separate bills of lading. In this in- 
stance, while in a way it was an evasion, it was, neverthe- 
less, perfectly lawful. Am I correct? If in your opinion 
I am not correct, and that it would be unlawful to move 
freight in this manner, kindly favor me with your opinion 
through your publication.” 

Answer: See our answers to “New Mexico,” published 
on page 1066 of the May 20, 1916, issue, and to “Nevada,” 
pages 306-7, of the August 7, 1915, issue of the Traffic 
World. 





Right to Combine Shipments. 

Maryland.—Question: ‘‘We read on page 958 of your 
issue of May 6 where Swift & Co. were found guilty by a 
jury for shipping less than carload shipments under the 
carload rate. Will you please advise in one of your num- 
bers as soon as possible if Swift & Co. consigned this car 
to a carrier’s agent for distribution among his various 
patrons or was same consigned to one of the consignees 
to be distributed. This point does not seem to have been 
brought out in your publication, and it has been the 
writer’s understanding that a shipper could load a car with 
as many less-than-carload shipments as the car would hold 
as long as only one bill of lading was made and that to 
one person only, whom he may elect to distribute the car 
at destination.” 

Answer: The shipments in question were not billed to 
the carriers’ agent for distribution among various buyers, 
nor billed to some one consignee, who received the entire 
shipments and distributed them in less than carload quan- 
tities amongst several buyers. It seems that the shipments 
were consigned in carload lots to a particular party most 
distant, and while en route to that destination were par- 
celed out in less than carload lots to intermediate parties. 
This provision, not being authorized by any tariff rule of 
the carriers, and not within the requirements of the Com- 
mission’s rulings governing peddler-cars or forwarders. 

The peddler-car service, as was said by the Commission 
in the case of Rules Governing: Shipments of Freight in 
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Peddler-Cars, 32 I. C. C. 428 (see Traffic World, January 9, 
1915, page 77), was established to meet the peculiar needs 
of one industry, which affords the most practicable method 
for the prompt and efficient distribution of fresh meats 
and packing-house products over wide areas, which service 
yields considerable traffic to the carriers, and which keeps 
down the cost of meat and provisions to consumers. The 
cars moved from the packing-house on certain days of 
each week, depending on sales made in advance, and 
each car contains on the average less than 100 consign- 
ments. It is forwarded by fast freight to the first destina- 
tion to which there is a consignment, after which it is 
handled as weighed freight and the various consignmenis 
are unloaded by the carriers at the stations to which they 
are billed. Each commodity is billed at less than car- 
load rate applicable to that commodity. For the peddler- 
car service the user pays the regular less than carload 
rate, guarantees the carriers a minimum per car earn- 
ing, saves the carriers the expense of refrigeration, reduces 
loss and damage claims, and gives to the carriers a volume 
of traffic which could not be satisfactorily transported in 
their own equipments. This service to be legal must be 
published in the carrier’s regular tariffs. 

As to forwarders, a carrier may not forbid the aggrega- 
tion of fhe shipment of various owners for the purpose of 
carload rating, or the combination of such shipments be 
forwarding agents for that purpose. The business of the 
forwarding agent is to collect less than carload shipmenis 
from different consignors, combine such shipments into 
carloads, and ship the same in the name of the forwarding 
agent, or of the owner of one of the less than carload ship- 
ments, to one consignee, who may be the forwarding agent 


himself, another forwarding agent at the point of destina-. 


tion with whom he has business relations, or the owner of 
part of the property transported. The consignee of the 
shipment receives the carload and distributes its contents 
to the parties for whom they are intended. The forward- 
ing agent finds his compensation and profit in the differ- 
ence between the carload and less than carload rates. 
The saving so effected may be divided between the for- 
warding agent and his customers in an agreed proportion. 
This practice has been firmly established, and is approved 
by the Interstate Commerce Commission and the United 
States Supreme Court. The leading cases thereon are 
California Commercial Association vs. Wells-Fargo Com- 
pany, 14 I. C. C. 422 (see Traffic Bulletin, August 1, 1908, 
page 57), and Interstate Commerce Commission vs. D., L. 
& W. R. R. Company et al., 220 U. S. 235. 


Consignee’s Right to Inspect Goods 


INinois—Question: “Will you kindly advise us, through 
your column in the Traffic World, whether the consignee 
has the right of inspecting a shipment before receiving it 
under an order bill of lading and straight bill of lading, 
without receiving authority from the shipper. This applies 
to interstate traffic and intrastate traffic.” 

Answer: We have fully treated the subject in our 
answer to “Nebraska,” published on page 698 of the April 
1, 1916, issue of the Traffic World, to which we respectfully 
refer you. 


Contribution of Loss in Import Shipments. 


Washington.—Question: “Shipments of import freight 
destined to inland points are received and cleared at New 
York and rebilled. The shipments are received from the 
steamships in apparent good order and a clear bill of lading 
is given by the railway. Sometimes the bill of lading car- 
ries notation, “Delivered direct from steamer to railroad 
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without being in warehouse.” In case of loss or damage, 
the railroads are taking the stand that they are only liable 
for 50 per cent account of concealed damage or loss, «l- 
though packages are closely checked when unloaded at 
steamer and checked as to damage and rattling. We feel 
that someone is liable for the loss, and as the railroads 
give a clear bill of lading, it looks as though it was up to 
them to pay the loss. Has there been any ruling by the 
Interstate Commerce ‘Commission on this question, anJ 
have the railroads any legal right to refuse payment iu 
full?” 


Answer: Neither the Carmack nor the Cummins amend- 
ments apply to import shipments. Where a railroad’s bills 
of lading expressly provide that they are issued on behali 
of its own lines only, and as agent for its connections, bui 
without joint liability, it cannot be held for the failure 0. 
a connecting steamship line to exercise proper care in the 
transportation of a shipment. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission has no jurisdiction over such shipments until 
after their delivery within the United States. 

A receipt given to the carrier for goods before they are 
examined does not conclude the consignee from showing 
the actual condition of his property, in an action for loss 
or damage thereto. In the same manner, a “clear” re 
ceipt given by one carrier to its immediate connections for 
goods before they are examined do not preclude the suc- 
ceeding carrier from showing that the goods were in fact 
damaged at the time of their acceptance from the preced- 
ing carrier, Such a receipt is open to explanation or con- 
tradiction, and the party disputing a receipt may always 
show that it was given under a mistake as to the facts, 
or in ignorance of material facts, or in ignorance of the 
legal rights surrendered thereby. While the Interstate 
Commerce Commission has not passed on the particular 
point, yet there is no authority in law for a carrier to 
adjust a claim for loss or damage on the basis of paying 
50 per cent of the actual loss or damage incurred. It is 
a practice, however, generally followed in shipments mov- 
ing over connecting lines, wherein the law imposes no 
obligation upon a particular carrier to pay damages re- 
sulting over its connecting lines. The law, of course, holds 
a carrier liable for losses or injuries resulting from its own 
fault or negligence, but requires actual proof from the 
claimant not only of the loss or damage itself, but also 
of the fault or negligence of the particular carrier, except 
where the Carmack or Cummins amendment holds other- 
wise. As a consequence, where a shipment moves over a 
water and connecting rail carrier, the claimant must ordi- 
narily prove which carrier was responsible, and by reason 
thereof, and for the purpose of adjusting claims out of 
court, has grown up the practice of one or the other car- 
rier in such joint movements, to pay on the basis of 50 per 
cent of the claim, when the loss or damage is concealed 
and proof not convincing what particular carrier is liable 
therefor. 

Time Within Which to File Claim. 


North Carolina.—Question: “Referring to the four 
months’ limit for filing loss or damage claims, as provided 
in Section 3 of the bill of lading, with reference to the 
provision that in case of non-delivery claims must be filed 
within four months after a reasonable time for delivery has 
elapsed. Prior to the congestion in the East, from this 
territory a reasonable time for delivery was from 7 to 10 
days. At the present time many shipments have been in 
transit more than two months. In the event these ship 
ments are lost in transit, what would be considered 4 
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reasonable time for delivery from which to compute the 
time limit for filing claims? In other words, would two 
months be considered a reasonable time for delivery under 
present conditions? 

Answer: This section provides that claims must he 
made in writing within four months after a reasonable 
time for delivery has elapsed in the case of failure to make 
delivery. What is a reasonable time is mostly a question 
of fact, in the determination of which such circumstances 
as the state 6f the roads, the amount of business, etc., 








THE TRAFFIC WORLD 1193 


must be taken into consideration. The courts seem gen- 
erally to hold that any claims for loss when made within 
a reasonable time after the loss is ascertained will be 
sufficient, and it would seem to follow that if shipments 
during a particular period were unusually delayed, by rea- 
son of the state of the roads, or the volume of traffic, 
that a reasonable time for ascertaining the loss would be 
calculated from the period within which shipments were 
being delivered under the abnormal conditions and not 
under conditions that normally prevail. 





2 ~ * 
Miscellaneous Traffic Decisions 
Cases Recently Decided by State and Federal Courts 
(Digests taken from Reporters and Digests of National Reporter System, published by. West Publishing Co., St. Paul, Minn. 
Copyright, 1916, by West Publishing Co.) 
e = 





REGULATION INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
Contract: 

(Supreme Court of Tennessee.) A complaint for breach 
of contract by an interstate carrier for an expedited ship- 
ment which does not show that the carrier had no pub- 
lished tariff covering such shipments, does not show that 
the contract was illegal under the Interstate Commerce 
Act of February 4, 1887, c. 104, 3, 24 Stat. 380 (U. S. Comp. 
St. 1913, 8565), and the Elkins Act, February 19, 1903, ec. 
708, 32 Stat. 847 (U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8597-8599). Roberts 
vs. Nashville, C. & St. L. Ry. Co., 185 S. W. Rept. 69. 

In an action for breach of an interstate carrier’s contract 
for an expedited shipment, where it appeared that there 
was no published tariff for such shipment, the contract was 
illegal under the Interstate Commerce Act and the Elkins 
Act, since it gave an undue advantage to the shipper, and 
there could be no recovery thereon.—Id. 

Taxation: 
(Supreme Court of Colorado.) Revenue Act of 1902, 64, 








taxing domestic corporations 2 cents per $1,000 of capital, 
is not unconstitutional as violating Const. U. S. 8, par. 3, 
as to interstate commerce, though applied to tax a 
domestic railroad corporation, with tracks and traffic into 
other states. Colorado & S. Ry. Co. vs. People, 156 Pacific 
Rept. 1095. 


Revenue Act of 1902, 64, taxing domestic corporations 2 
cents per $1,000 of capital, when applied to tax a domestic 
railroad corporation is not unconstitutional as a denial of 
the equal protection of the law, because foreign railroad 
corporations do not pay this or a similar tax.—Id. 
Validity: 


(Supreme Court of North Carolina.) Act of Congress 
known as Webb-Kenyon Law (Act, March 1, 1913, c. 90, 37 
Stat. 699—U. S. Comp. St. 1913, 8739) and Laws North 
Carolina, 1915, c. 97, and Laws, 1913, c. 44, regulating and 
prohibiting transportation of intoxicating liquors, are valid, 
State vs. Little, 88 S. E. Rept. 723. 


a i 
Loss and Damage Decisions 
Cases Recently Decided by State and Federal Courts 
(Digests taken from Reporters and Digests of National Reporter System, published by West Publishing Co., St. Paul, Minn. 
Copyright, 1916, by West Publishing Co.) | 
. 2 


CUSTODY AND CONTROL OF GOODS 


Right of Action: 

(Supreme Court, Appl. Term, First Dept.) Under Pér- 
sonal Property Law (Consol, Laws, c. 41) 100, added by 
Laws, 1911, ec. 571, containing rules for ascertaining the 
intention of parties as to the time when the property in 
goods should pass, and rule 5 thereof, providing that, if 
the contract of sale requires the seller to deliver the goods 
to the buyer, or at a particular place, or to pay the trans- 
portation, the property shall not pass until the goods have 
been delivered, the seller of a diamond ring, who agreed to 
deliver it to the buyer’s address, and who delivered it to 
an agent of an express company and took a receipt, re- 
tained title until the delivery had been made and hence had 
a right of action @gainst the express company to recover 
for its loss. Conroy vs. Barrett, 158 N. Y. Supp. 549. 

TRANSPORTATION AND DELIVERY BY CARRIER 
Assignee: 

‘Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) The assignee of a 
shipper’s claim for_wrongful delivery may sue the carrier, 





the assignment protecting it from any future action by the 
assignor. Wells, Fargo & Co. Express vs. Pugh, 185 
S. W. Rept. 61. 

Delivery to Consignee: 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) An express company 
is liable where it delivers goods to the consignee without 
production of its receipts therefor, contrary to shipper’s 
directions to the company’s agent, to whom they were de- 
livered and who was told that they belonged to the ship- 
per, and that drafts with the receipts attached would be 
drawn on the consignee for their price. Wells Fargo & Co. 
Express vs. Pugh, 185 S. W. Rept. 61. 


CARRIAGE OF LIVE STOCK 


Burden of Proof: 

(Sup. Ct. of Iowa.) Under Code Supp., 1913, 2116, as 
amended, providing that, in an action against a railroad to 
enforce rights arising under the section, the burden of 
proof that its provisions have been complied with shall be 
upon the railroad, in an action for damage or loss of hogs 
shipped, the fact that the shipper accompanies the stock 
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does not relieve the carrier of the burden of proof. Mac- 
kin vs. Minneapolis & St. L. R. Co., 157 N. W. Rept. 729. 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) In an action to re- 
cover the value of hogs which died of cholera during ship- 
ment, plaintiff, having averred that the cars furnished were 
not clean, as required by rule 31 of the State Sanitary 
Stock Commission, has the burden of proving that allega- 
tion. Clampitt et al. vs. St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co. 
of Texas, 185 S. W. Rept. 342. 

Complaint: 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) The petition for in- 
jury to a livestock shipment, alleging that defendants were 
negligent and careless and were guilty of delays caused 
by said negligence, and on account of their negligence, 
two of the animals were cut, bruised and injured, and the 
others were greatly damaged, gaunted and impaired in 
their market value, ‘is not limited to a claim for negligent 
delay. St. Louis, B. & M. Ry. Co. et al. vs. Marcofich, 185 
S. W. Rept. 51. 

Condition of Car: 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) Under rule 31 of the 
State Live Stock Sanitary Commission, declaring that all 
cars for the loading of hogs shall be thoroughly cleaned 
and disinfected, the term “clean,” in view of the use of the 
word “disinfected” does not necessarily mean that the cars 
shall be free from all dirt, but that they shall be free from 
infection, the word “clean” being susceptible of many mean- 
ings, among them, free from defilement, while the term 
“disinfected” means free from injurious or contagious 
diseases. Clampitt et al. vs. St. Louis Southwestern Ry. 
Co. of Texas, 185 S. W. Rept. 342. 

Court’s Instructions: 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) In an action against 
a carrier for damage to cattle by delay in transportation, 
an instruction that the plaintiff might recover for any ex- 
tra shrinkage and bad appearance was not improper as 
misleading, in that it mixed two elements of damage, since 
they are so nearly similar in character as to be substan- 
tially a common cause of loss. Gulf, C. & S. F. Ry. Co. vs. 
Rodriquez, 185 S. W. Rept. 311. 

In an action against a carrier for damages to cattle by 
delay in transportation, where there was evidence that 
cattle subjected to delay would lose in weight, and that such 
delay with confinement in the cars would also cause the 
cattle to present a bad appearance, which would affect 
their selling price, an instruetion that the plaintiff might 
recover for any extra shrinkage and bad appearance found 
to exist was proper.—Id. 

Damages: 

(Supreme Court of Iowa.) In an action for damage to 
a shipment of hogs, where there was a conflict in the 
testimony as to weather conditions, delivery to the carrier 
as such, amount of damage and loss suffered, and owner- 
ship of the hogs, these questions were for the jury. Mackin 
vs. Minneapolis & St. L. R. Co., 157 N. W. Rept. 729. 
Delay: 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) Evidence of delays in 
transportation of live stock, one of two hours, one of seven 
hours, two of twelve hours each, and one sixteen hours, 
with no reasons given therefor except the first, is sufficient 
to support a finding of negligent delay, even assuming that 
parts of some of them were to enable compliance with 
Vernon’s Sayles’ Ann. Civ. St., 1914, art. 5714, as to feeding 
and watering. St. Louis, B. & M. Ry. Co. et al. vs. Marco- 
fich, 185 S. W. Rept. 51. 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) Where the plaintiff’s 
cattle had been injured by a wreck and consequent delay 
during transportation by a carrier, he was not required to 
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accept an unfavorable opportunity for sale, but was en- 
titled to a reasonable time to prepare them, and an oppor- 
tunity to sell them in the open market. Gulf, C. & S. F. 
Ry. Co. vs. Rodriquez, 185 S. W. Rept. 311. 

Duty to Transport: 

(Sup. Ct. of Iowa.) Where a carrier accepts live stock 
for shipment, it is its duty to transport it with all rea- 
sonable dispatch to destination: Mackin vs. Minneapolis & 
St. L. R. Co., 157 N. W. Rept. 729. 

Evidence: : 

(Ct. of Civil Appeals of Texas.) In an action where it 
was contended that because of unclean cars furnished, 
contrary to rule 31 of the State Sanitary Live Stock Com- 
mission, hogs contracted cholera, evidence held insufficient 
to show that the cars furnished were infected. Clampitt 
et al. vs. St. L. S. W. Ry. Co. of Texas, 185 S. W. Rept. 342. 
Notice of Claim: ; 

(Court of Civil Appeals of Texas.) Independent consid- 
eration is not necessary to validity of stipulation of con- 
tract of shipment for notice of claim of damages within a 
certain time as a condition of right of recovery. St. Louis, 
B. & M. Ry. Co. et al. vs. Marcofich, 185 S. W. 51. 

The carrier has, under Vernon’s Sayles’ Ann. Civ. St., 
1914, art. 5714, the burden of pleading and preving reason- 
ableness of the time ‘stipulated in the contract of ship- 
ment for notice of claim of loss or injury.—Id. 

Under Vernon’s Sayles’ Ann. Civ. St. 1914, art. 5714, re- 
quiring stipulation in a contract for notice of claim for 
damages as a condition to right to sue to be reasonable, 
and declaring void one fixing the time for notice at less 
than 90 days, whether one fixing it at 91 days is reasonable 
depends on the circumstances of the particular case, ani 
presents a question for the jury, unless no-other inference 
than that it is reasonable can be drawn from the testi- 
mony.—Id. 


SWITCHING CHARGE ON GRAIN 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


The Chicago Board of Trade, June 1, complained against 
the Lehigh Valley Transportation Company’s failure to 
absorb the charge for switching grain from the terminii 
of roads bringing grain into Chicago to lake docks for 
roads other than the Northwestern, Milwaukee and Soo. Ii 
claims such failure is discrimination, as it is giving ad- 
vantage to dealers at other points, especially at Milwaukee, 
Minneapolis, Peoria, St. Louis and Kansas City. It makes 
Chicagoans pay combination rates. 

Chicago and Milwaukee are preparing complaints 
against the Great Lakes Transit Company, making simi- 
lar complaint against its failure to provide that “missing 
link called absorption of switching charges.” 


COMMISSION ORDERS. 

Complainant has been granted permission to amend 
complaint No. 8803, Neola Elevator Company vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. 

Upon complainant’s request, case 8716, S. C. Woolam 
& Co. vs. P. R. R. et al., dismissed. 





Upon complainant’s request, case 8440, O. L. Gregory — 


Vinegar Company vs. K. C. Sou., dismissed. 

The Superior Commercial Club has been allowed to 
intervene in case 8628, Commercial Club of the City of 
Duluth et al. vs. Pa. Co. et al. 

Reparation has been awarded complainant, the R. J. 
Reynolds Tobacco Company,.in case 7360 against the Nor- 
folk & Western et al., in the sum of $25.82. 
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Charges Against Commerce Commission 


John W. Keogh, of Chicago, Accuses It of Being Under Railroad Control and Acting Con- 
trary to Sherman Law and Decisions of Supreme Court—Says He Has Evidence 
of Advance Information to Railroads in Regard to Decision 


John W. Keogh of Chicago, doing business as John W. 
Keogh & Co., a manufacturer and jobber of upholstering 
materials, has issued the second edition of a pamphlet 
containing, he says on the cover page, “some facts indi- 
cating this Bureau (the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion) to be under railroad control and acting contrary to 
the Sherman law and the decisions of the Supreme Court,” 
In explaining the edition he further says: 

“The interest excited by the first issuance of this pam- 
phlet, and the letters received commending the effort which 
has made public a disgraceful and illegal juggling of ship- 
pers’ rights by the Interstate Commerce Commission, are 
the cause for the wider distribution of this second edition. 

“Some additional details are added, having been re- 
quested by the letters received, in the way of explanation 
and further enlightenment. 

“The cases I. & S. 170 and 182, and_the preliminary 
ruling which caused them, have been before the Commis- 
sion since 1911, and were only finally decided in October, 
1915, otherwise the letters, etc., would almost seem to be- 
long to the ‘outlawed’ list.” 

The pamphlet is said to have been widely distributed 
among members of Congress, public service commissions, 
traffic bodies, and other business associations. What fol- 
lews is the complete text of the second edition of the 
pamphlet: 


The following “Statement” was furnished to the U. §S. 
District Attorney’s Office in Chicago as being the basis of 
a demand that the facts stated therein be brought to the 
attention of the Federal Grand Jury and indictment of 
the Western Trunk Line Committee had in consequence. 





Statement 


John W. Keogh, doing business as John W. Keogh & Co., 
is a manufacturer and jobber of upholstering materials, 
with his principal place of business in Chicago, Ill. He 
owns and operates a factory for the manufacture of ex- 
celsior and flax-tow at St. Paul, Minn., which is known as 
the Excelsior & Fibre Manufacturing Company. 

He built his factory in St. Paul in 1909 at a cost of 
about $50,000, and he was attracted to that point largely 
by the favorable freight rates then in force on flax tow 
from St, Paul to Chicago and other points. The carload 
rates on tow on the minimum loading of 30,000 pounds 
were as follows: 


mt. Parl Sip-Gees 25 aS tees 10c ~=per 100 lbs. 
St. Paul to St. Louis....... Giteldiave sedis 12%c per 100 lbs. 
St. Paul. te. Siew Moi, Ui s..5 sisccccs'e et 12%c per 100 Ibs. 
St Paul to Missouri River points...... 14c ~—sper:100 Ibs. 


These rates had been in force since 1906 and were estab- 
lished about the time that the International Harvester 
Company built a factory in St. Paul and commenced the 
manufacture of binding twine out of flax, having as a by- 
product flax tow, which they shipped in great quantities 
from St. Paul.- The railroads voluntarily established the 
above rates on tow. 

In 1912 the freight rate on excelsior from St. Paul to 
Chicago was 18% cents, being 3% cents more than the 
on tow, and rates to other points were proportionately 

igher. 

Both excelsior and tow are low-grade commodities, tow 
being the more valuable, and are handled in the same way. 
They are both pressed and baled and shipped the same as 
baled hay, baled cotton, etc., and both can be loaded to a 
Minimum of 30,000 pounds in a car. 


Mr, Keogh believed that the rates on excelsior should 
be reduced to equal the rates on tow, and in July, 1912, © 
he took the matter up with the Chicago, Burlington & 


. Quincy Railroad Company and asked them to publish rates 


on excelsior the same as were then applying on flax and 
tow. The Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Company 
said they were willing to do that, but that they would 
have to submit the proposed new rate to the Western Trunk 
Line Committee This organization is composed of all 
railroads operating between Chicago and St. Paul and 
Chicago and Missouri River points. It meets in the Trans- 
portation Building at Chicago every two months, or oftener, 
and at its meetings there is a representative of each rail- 
road and freight rates are discussed and fixed. Any one 
member of the committee opposing a new rate is sufficient 
to prevent the new rate being put into effect. 

The’ Chicago, Burlington & Quincy presented the pro- 
posed new rates on excelsior to the Western Trunk Line 
Committee, and because one or more of its members ob- 
jected to them, the Burlington road said that they could” 
not put in those rates. 

Thereupon Mr. Keogh filed a complaint with the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, and after a hearing the Com- 
mission ruled that the rates on excelsior in carload lots 
from St. Paul to Chicago, St. Louis, Mo., Kansas City, Mo., 
and Omaha, Neb., and other points named in the complaint, 
should not exceed the rates contemporaneously applied to 
the transportation of flax tow in carloads. The Commis- 
sion said in its decision (No. 4603, John W. Keogh vs. 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Company, decided 
June 6, 1912, 24 I. C, C. Reports, 606): 


“From a consideration of the evidence before us and the 
other elements affecting thé desirability of the two commod- 
ities as traffic, they are analogous in character from trans- 
portation shipment. No evidence was oYered nor was any 
sufficient reason advanced by the defendant, to justify the ap- 
plication of the lower rates on flax tow than on the rates 
contemporaneously applied to the transportation of excelsior, 
a less valuable commodity, in which the volume of traffic is. 
very materially greater and one requiring practically the same 
transportation service. 

“Upon the record, therefore, we find that the rates charged 
complainant on shipments of excelsior from St. Paul, Minn., 
to Chicago, Ill., St. Louis, Mo., Kansas City, Mo., and Omaha, 
Neb., were unreasonable to the extent that they exceeded the 
rates contemporaneously applied to the transportation of flax 
tow in carloads. 

“‘We further find that complainant has been damaged to the 
extent that he has paid charges at the rates found herein to be 
unreasonable and reparation is awarded in favor of complain- 
ant on that basis.”’ 

Pursuant to this order of the Commission, which was 
against the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad only, 
the Western Trunk Line Committee published supplements 
to its excelsior tariffs, reducing the rates on excelsior to 
the level of the flax tow rates from St. Louis to Chicago 
and other points, thus making the rate on excelsior, from 
St. Paul to Chicago, 10 cents. 

These new rates remained in effect only about thirty 
days, when all the carriers, excepting the Burlington Road, 
withdrew them and increased the rates on tow to the 
former rates on excelsior, in that way attempting to com- 
ply with the order of the Commission against the C., B. 
& Q., that the rates on excelsior should not exceed the rates 
contemporaneously in effect on flax tow. 

This change was made about the time that the Interna- 
tional Harvester Company retired from the business of 
making twine out of flax and sold its machinery, which 
was moved away from St. Paul. The venture of the In- 
ternational Harvester Company in endeavoring to make 
twine out of flax was a.failure and it lost about a million 
and a half dollars. It thus having gone out of business 
and having no more tow to ship, its influence to maintain 
low rates on tow was absent and the railroads raised the 
rates on tow from St. Paul to Chicago from 10 cents to 
13% cents, and from St. Paul to Missouri River points 
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from 14 cents to 22 cents, and likewise raised the rates 
on excelsior.. 

Mr. Keogh complained about these rates to the Inter- 
state Comimerce Commission and pending hearing these 
rates were suspended. The question presented was the rea- 
sonableness of the 131%4-cent rate to Chicago and the other 
proposed rates on both flax tow and excelsior. It was con- 
tended by Mr. Keogh that they were not competitive rates, 
but were the result of the concerted action and a combina- 
tion on the part of the members of the Western Trunk 
Line Committee, and that they were fixed in violation of 


’ the Sherman anti-trust act. 


The Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad was willing 
to continue the 10-cent rate, but could not do so and re- 


main members of the Western Trunk Line Committee, and | 


therefore were compelled to publish the same rate as the 
other roads fixed. 

The Commission, in its decision, said (26 I. C. C., 689, 
page 692): 

“To meet this showing, Keogh & Co., the protestants, urge 
that the increase in the rates on flax tow simultaneously made 
by the membérs of the Western Trunk Line committee on 
Dec. 1, 1912, was the result of combination and agreement 
among the several carriers and that the Commission has here- 
tofore held that evidence that rates were _so made is admis- 
sible as tending to bring in question the reasonableness of such 
rates, citing Tift vs. S. Ry. Co., 10 I C. C., 570. 

“The record justifies an inference that’ these rates were in- 
creased as the result of a common understanding. Furthermore, 
the manner in which the rates on excelsior were reduced and 
then both the flax tow and excelsior rates increased must raise 
in the fairest mind the suspicion that this course was prompted 
by the decision in the Keogh case and did not arise in the 
first instance in the minds of the carriers.”’ 

Mr. Keogh, for the purpose of showing that the rates 
were the result of common understanding among the car- 
riers, sought by subpena to require the Western Trunk 
Line Committee to produce its records in so far as they 
would show: how the rates were established. The Western 
Trunk Line Committee refused to produce its records and 
the question was referred to the entire Commission at 
Washington, which ruled that Mr. Keogh was entitled tuo 
have those records and ordered the Western Trunk Line 
Committee to produce them, but, in fact, they never were 
produced for Mr. Keogh’s examination. However, they 
were submitted to the Commission, and at the hearing on 
the arguments in Washington the Commission stated that 
the records indicated that the Omaha Railroad had been 
instrumental in advancing the rates and had used its in- 
fluence for purposes of its own, and that this could not 
have been done had not the several railroads combined to 
act through. the Western Trunk Line Committee. 

We contend that these facts show that the Western 
Trunk Line Committee is an illegal organization, operat- 
ing in violation of the Sherman anti-trust act. It is no 
answer to say that the Commission ruled that 13% cents 
is a reasonable rate from St. Paul to Chicago. Such a 
rate might be reasonable for certain railroads operating 
over long circuitous routes, and not for some other rail- 
road which has a shorter route and other advantages not 
enjoyed by all the roads, and if such a railroad is able to 
publish a 10-cent rate and still be amply compensated for 
the service of transportation, and is willing to do so, it 
should not be compelled to join in the higher rates fixed 
by the unlawful combination of other railroads on penalty 
of being expelled and exposed to losses against which it 
cannot protect itself. This injures the shippers. 

The question of the reasonableness of the rates is beside 
the point. The inquiry is, are the rates the result of un- 
lawful combination and agreement among the several car- 
riers? ‘ 

We do not propose to argue the matter, but we respect- 
fully submit that the facts show that the rates on flax tow 
and excelsior from St. Paul to Chicago and other points 
are the result of combination and agreement among the 
several carriers and have been fixed in violation of the 
criminal laws of the United States, and that the persons 
and corporations who are parties to this combination should 
be indicted and punished as provided by law. 

Respectfully submitted, 


ee 


Attorney for John W. Keogh & Co. 
Commission Acting Contrary to Law 


Extract from address of Mr. C. S. Hillyer, attorney for 
protestant, before the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
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in Washington, D. C., at the hearing of Cases I. & S. Nos. 
170 and 182 (pages 321-324 of Record): 

“I recognize that this body- (the commissioners) looks 
upon the question of these traffic bodies (the Western 
Trunk Line Association et al.), the combinations of car- 
riers in various groups about the country, as a necessity, 
and that it countenances them, and yet (it does so) in the 
face of the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, and (of) the fact that no longer ago than 1910, 
when the act creating the Commerce Court was passed, 
the attorney-general and president offered to Congress for 
adoption and passage an amendment to the Sherman law 
which would make these ‘traffic bodies’ lawful. 

“Congress at that time emphatically expressed its view 
that no such exception should be made in behalf of these 


carriers, and that so far as the Sherman anti-trust law - 


was concerned they (the carriers) were acting then in 
violation of it; that there could be no change in the law 
in their favor, and that they should continue without the 
pale of the Sherman anti-trust law. 

“So, even if this Commission may feel that these bodies 
are essential for the proper transaction of railroad busi- 
ness in this country, the Congress of the United States 
has expressed itself very emphatically otherwise.” 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION. 
Division of Inquiry. 
WASHINGTON. 
November 28, 1913. 
Hon. J, H. Wilkerson, United States Attorney, Chicago, III. 

Dear Sir—Your letter of the 24th instant with inclosures 
requesting my opinion as to whether on the facts stated 
prosecution of the Western Trunk Line Committee under 
the Sherman act is justified has been received and my 
views on the question are as follows: 

The Commission in its Fourth Annual Report expressed 
the view that in order to produce uniformity in the rules 
and regulations of carriers, avoid rate wars and maintain 
stability of rates, associations between carriers, similar to 
the Western Trunk Line Committee, perform a very useful 
service. Such associations now exist all over the United 
States. While their effect may be in a measure to limit 
competition, they are almost indispensable in the trans- 
portation work of the country, and in my opinion their 
elimination, if it were possible, would perhaps not be in 
the public interest. 

Considering the matter as a question of law, it has, of 
course, been settled by numerous cases that railroads are 
subject to the Sherman act. In instances like the Northern 
Securities case, the need of applying the Sherman act to 
railroad companies has been apparent, since the evils re- 
sulting from such combination as was therein involved 
could not be prevented or corrected by the administration 
and enforcement of the Act to regulate commerce. In 
other cases, like U. S. vs. Trans-Missouri Freight Associa- 
tion, 166 U. S., 290, and U. S. vs. Joint Traffic Association, 
171 U. S., 505, where associations such as are now in ques- 
tion were involved, the need of prosecution under the 
Sherman act has not been so apparent (especially since 
the amendments of 1906 to the Act to regulate commerce), 
because these associations do not lead to a merger of the 
railroad companies which are parties to them, but only to 
concurrent changes of the rates, rules and regulations of 
the individual carriers, and these changes are subject to 
full investigation and regulations provided for by the Act 
to regulate commerce. 

In the Trans-Missouri Freight Association case (1896) 
and in the Joint Traffic Association case (1898) the Su- 
preme Court held that the Sherman act applied to “every 
contract, combination or conspiracy in restraint of trade” 
and that the agreement by which such an association was 
formed was a combination in restraint of trade. If these 
decisions were sound it would almost necessarily follow 
that the Western Trunk Line Committee was in violation 
of the Sherman act, These decisions, however, were based 
on the view that whether the restraint of trade was “rea: 
sonable” or “unreasonable” was of no moment and that 
the whole question was whether there was in fact a re 
straint of trade. As you will recall, the Supreme Court 
in Standard Oil Company vs. United States, 221 U. S., 1 
(1910), expressly overruled its’ previous decisions in the 
above cases and held that only combinations, etc., in un- 
reasonable restraint of trade were forbidden by the Sher- 
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man,act. It would seem in view of this latest decision of 
the Supreme Court:that the prosecution which you are 
asked to undertake would -probably fail. The particular 
restraint of trade on which the complaint is based arises 
from the fixing of rates on flax tow and excelsior from St. 
Paul to Chicago. The Commission has made a full in- 
vestigation of these rates and found that they are reason- 
able. It would seem to follow that such restraint of trade 
as may exist, so far as the rates in question are con- 
cerned, is a reasonable restraint of trade and in view of 
the Standard Oil decision it is, therefore, not within the 
prohibitions of the Sherman act. As above indicated, how- 
ever, it is my personal opinion that even if conviction 
were certain, no useful purpose would be served by under- 
taking to prosecute the Western Trunk Line Committee 
under the Sherman act on the facts which you present, 
since its activities as a whole may be beneficial to the 
public and carriers and wherever its acts appear to be 
against public interest they may be investigated, con- 
trolled and punished under the Act to regulate commerce. 

You will understand that the above views represent only 
my personal opinion on the facts submitted by you and 
are not to be taken in any sense as representing the view 
the Commission might take if the question were passed 
upon by it. Very truly yours, 

(Signed) S. H. Smith. 
December 15, 1913. 
Hon. J. H. Wilkerson, United States District Attorney, 
Chicago, Ill. 

Dear Sir—We are in receipt of your letter of the 10th 
inst., inclosing copy of letter written to you by Mr. S. H. 
Smith, attorney for the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
under date of November 28 last. Mr. Smith expresses the 
view that the United States Supreme Court in the case of 
the Standard Oil Company against the United States, 221 
U. S., 1 (1910), overruled its previous decisions in the 
cases of Trans-Missouri Freight Association (1896) and the 
Joint Traffic Association (1898), in which it held that the 
Sherman act applied to “every contract, combination, or 
conspiracy in restraint of trade,” and that the law now is 
that only combinations, etc., in unreasonable restraint of 
trade or forbidden by the Sherman act. Mr. Smith states 
further that the Interstate Commerce Commission has ex- 
pressed the view that associations between carriers simi- 
lar to the Western Trunk Line Committee perform a very 
useful service in that they produce uniformity in the rules 
and regulations of carriers, avoid rate wars, and maintain 
the stability of rates, and that, while their effect may be 
in a measure to limit competition, yet their elimination, 
if it were possible, would perhaps not be in the public 
interest. 

Assuming that associations of this character are indis- 
pensable in the transportation work of the country, and 
assuming that Mr. Smith’s statement of the law is correct 
that only combination, ete., in unreasonable restraint of 
trade are prohibited by the Sherman act, it follows abso- 
lutely that such associations exist and fix rates at their 
peril, and that if’ by concerted action they establish un- 
reasonable rates, they are guilty for a violation of the 
Sherman act. 


In this connection we.wish to call your attention to 
some additional facts in regard to the fixing of rates by 
the Western Trunk Line Committee on excelsior and tow 
from St. Paul to Chicago and other points (which facts 


‘Were not brought out in the statement of facts which we 


submitted to you in our letter of November 19 last): 


_ In the matter of the investigation-and suspension of advances 
in rates by carriers for the transportation of excelsior from 


St. Paul, Minn., and other points to Chicago, Ill., and other 
Points (I. and S. Decket No. 170) and in the matter of the 
investigation and suspension of advances in rates by carriers 
for the transportation of flax tow, flax moss and flax fiber 


between St. Paul, Minn., Winona, Minn., and other points, and 
Chicago, Ill., Peoria, Ill, Kansas City, Mo., and other points 
(Il. and S. Docket No. 182)—(26 I. C. C., 689), the evidence 
showed that the Western Trunk Line Committee had fixed 
and promulgated carload rates on excelsior, 20,000 pounds mini- 
mum, St. Paul to Missouri River points, 22c per 100 pounds; 
to St Louis, 18¢c per 100 pounds; to Des Moines, 17¢c; to Chicago, 
ise. The Commission refused to allow any of these rates to 
€ put into effect excepting the rate to Chicago (13%4c, 20,000 
pounds minimum). 
gs to the other rates, the Commission finally held that only 
© following rates were reasonable on a minimum of 20,000 
pends, Namely, to St. Louis and Des Moines, l6c (as against 
€ originally agreed upon by the Western Trunk Line com- 
Mitte: and so promulgated), and to Missouri River points, 17%c 
(as against the 22c rate originally promulgated by the Western 
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Trunk Line committee). Only these rates were allowed to be- 
come effective. 

No rates were fixed for a minimum loading of 30,000 pounds, 
and it was on a basis of this loading that the old rates were 
used by John W. Keogh & Co., and on the matter being called 
to the attention of the Interstate Commerce Commission the 
case was reopened and a further hearing had to determine 
what rates might be allowed when based on the minimum of 
30,000 pounds. “ 

No decision has yet been rendered on this phase of the case 
and the matter is still pending on briefs yet to be filed. 

On these additional facts we contend that the members 
of the Western Trunk Line Committee violated the law 
when they fixed upon rates which the Interstate Commerce 
Commission held were unreasonable, and it will be recalled 
that the Interstate Commerce Commission in its opinion 
said: “The record justifies an inference that these rates 
were increased as the result of a common understanding. 
Furthermore, the manner in which the rates on excelsior 
were reduced and then both the flax tow and excelsior 
rates increased must raise in the fairest mind the sus- 
picion that this course was prompted by the decision in 
the Keogh case and did not arise in the first instance in 
the minds of the carriers.” (26 I. C. C., p. 692.) 

The fact that the Interstate Commerce Commission has 
power at all times to inquire into the reasonableness of 
rates does not affect the guilt of the members of an asso- 
ciation such as the Western Trunk Line Committee, when 
they have by combination, conspiracy and agreement fixed 
upon unreasonable rates. 

We contend, therefore, that even if it is the law, or the 
policy of the government to permit associations of this 
kind to get together and fix upon rates, provided the rates 
they establish are reasonable, yet such associations act at 
their peril, and if they fix upon unreasonable rates they 
are acting in violation of the provisions of the Sherman 
act. 

The violation to which we call your attention is not 
slight, nor was it committed by the railroads unknowingly, 
because long before the Illinois Manufacturers’ Associa- 
tion, in the Missouri rate case, obtained an injunction 
against the Western Trunk Line Committee, but we under- 
stand that the case was never prosecuted by Attorney: 
General Wickersham. 

Furthermore, the action of the Western Trunk Line Com- 
mittee has resulted in great financial loss and damage to 
John W. Keogh & Co., as they are obliged to pay a higher 
rate on excelsior and tow than they would have to pay to 
have their products transported from St. Paul to Chicago 
and other points had it not been for the concerted action 
of that association. 

The facts in this matter warrant an investigation and 
presentation of the matter to the Federal Grand Jury, and 
we trust you will be able to see your way clear to proceed 
along these lines. Our clients are ready to produce the 
evidence of witnesses to establish the.facts set forth herein 
and set forth in the previous statement which we sent you. 

Yours very truly, 


ee 


Per Attorneys for John W. Keogh & Co. 


Department of Justice. 


OFFICE OF UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, 
Northern District of Illinois. 
Chicago. 
December 17, 1913. 
Messrs. Alden, Latham & Young, Corn Exchange Bank 
Building, Chicago, IIl. 

Gentlemen—I have your letter of December 15, 1913, 
relative to complaint against the Western Trunk Line Com- 
mittee concerning the rates on flax, tow and excelsior. 

The matter will receive further consideration and will 
be taken up again with the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion and the attorney-general. 

Respectfully, 
James H. Wilkerson, 
United States Attorney. 





Department of Justice. 
OFFICE OF UNITED STATES ATTORNEY. 
Northern District of Illinois. 
Chicago. 
January 26, 1914. 
Messrs. Alden, Latham & Young, Corn Exchange Bank 
Building, Chicago, III. 
Gentlemen—I have your letter of January 21, 1914. 
Considering the views of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
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mission in this matter, I have decided that I should not 
take action which is contrary to those policies, and this is 
the view of the attorney-géneral’s office. 

I have no objection, however, to- your taking the matter 
up further with the attorney-general’s office or the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, but unless instructed by them 
I have decided that I should take no further action. 

Respectfully, 
James H. Wilkerson, 
United States Attorney. 


2 Supplementary 

A rehearing of Cases I. & S. 170 and 182 was held sub- 
sequent to the Commission’s first ruling referred to in the 
foregoing, and it having developed that the protestant had 
brought suit for triple damages under the Sherman act, 
based partly on the first ruling, the Commission in its 
final decision retracted about everything it had previously 
decided as against the railroads, and (rather clumsily, it 
must be stated) proceeded to reverse itself and to swallow 
its own words, and apply a coat of whitewash to the pro- 
ceedings which the railroads had attempted in the first 
instance. 

The job of whitewashing is so patent as to deceive no 
one familiar with the facts. 

There is also at hand evidence of a sort to indicate that 
the railroads were advised, in advance, of what this second 
decision would be, if indeed it was not dictated by them. 

To anyone not born yesterday, these proceedings will 
have an appearance of being “Crooked’—Are they, or are 
they not? 


They Stop Publishing “Dates” 


Almost immediately after the distribution of the first 
edition of this pamphlet, of which the preceding page 
(“Supplementary”) was a part, the Traffic World (which 
is the periodical giving its attention exclusively and solely 
to the publication of interstate commerce decisions and 
kindred matters) announced that it would no longer pub- 
lish the dates of the decisions rendered by the Commission, 

It is obvious that if no dates are published (as had been 
customary fof years past) there is no longer a public 
invitation to compare them with the dates when the public 
is permitted to read the decisions and be cognizant of 
their findings. 

It seems strange that this cessation of the publication 
of “dates” should have almost exactly followed the issu- 
ance of the preceding page. 

In justice to the Traffic World it should be remembered 
that it is dependent upon the sufferance of the Commis- 
sion Bureau for all the information which makes it of 
any value as a publication; and if its explanation of the 
cause or reason for its change of custom after many years 
(during which the same reasons existed, and were as ap- 
parent then as now) does not seem adequate or under- 
standable (from the public’s standpoint) as being a de- 
sirable elimination of a difficulty which may prove to be 
embarrassing at times to the Commissidn (through being 
enlightening to the public), the publishers ought not to be 
included in any criticism which might properly be di- 
rected against the Commission. 


: March 29, 1916. 
Hon. B. H. Meyer, Chairman, Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir—In Western Trunk Line Freight Tariff No. 
13G (C., R. I. & P. No. 25159G) Item 1550D, Page 23, Sup. 
No. 58, names 13% cents as being the carload rate on ex- 
celsior, St, Paul to Oskaloosa and Ottumwa, Ia., the same 
rate applying to those points as to Peoria, which in turn 
takes the “Chicago rate.” 

Des Moines is intermediate from St. Paul to Oskaloosa 
and Ottumwa via C., R. I. & P. R. R., whereas the rate of 
15% cents applies (as approved by your Commission), 
St. Paul to Des Moines. (In the last decision in 170 and 
182 I. & S., your Commission indicated a desire to ad- 
vance it to 17 cents if it might possibly have done so 
without actual violence to every part of the testimony.) 

In I. & S. Nos. 170 and 182 we pointed out the fact that 
you could not properly or consistently allow any rate to 
Des Moines higher than the “Chicago rate” (13% cents), 
and that it should be lower to accord with the shorter 
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mileage. No attention was paid to our showing in this 
respect, ‘ 

This recent announcement of the Oskaloosa and Ottumwa 
rates once more “shows up” the ignorance, stupidity, or 
“crookedness” (whichever way you may. wish to accept 
the fact as it shows) of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission Bureau. Your Commission ought ta have some 
understanding with the various railroad employes which 
would prevent doing any justice to a shipper which might 
reflect so strongly upon the “ability” (?) of the Commis- 
sion as does this ordinary adjustment of the rates men- 
tioned to place them “in line” with customary practice. 

Having brought this fact to your notice, I anticipate that 
the railroads will be shown by the Commission the error 
of their procedure, as indicated, and the standing “ad” 
of its ignorance, etc., etc., at once eliminated. 

The Commission also permitted a rate of 16 cents to Si. 
Louis, whereas the “standard differential,” St. Paul to St. 
Louis, is 105 per cent of the rate, St. Paul to Chicago (131% 
cents), which would only authorize 14.20 cents to St. Louis 
instead of 16 cents. 

In the face of the proper situation as to the relative rates 
to Des Moines and St. Louis from St. Paul, your published 
“justification” (?) of the 20-cent rate, St. Paul to Omaha, 
ete., seems additional testimony of the “gullibility” (char- 
itably term it so) of the Commission. 

I hate to accuse estimable gentlemen of being associated 
with fools or crooks, but these fools or crooks are a part 
of your organization, It cannot be disputed unless you can 
dispute the facts detailed above. 

Yours truly, 


J. W. Keogh. 


COMMISSION IGNORES PAMPHLET 
THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

So far as the Commission is concerned, there will be no 
answer to the Keogh letter of March 29, or any other pari 
of the Keogh pamphlet. Across one corner of the origin. 
letter is written, in Chairman Meyer’s handwriting, “Do 
not answer.” When the Traffic World brought the letter 
to the attention of Mr. Meyer, it was suggested that its 
receipt had been acknowledged. 

“No, that is not so,” said the chairman. “There are 
some letters that require neither answer nor acknowledyz- 
ment.” 

The original of the letter of March 29, as kept on the 
files of the Commission, is longer than the one printed in 
the pamphlet. Down in the left-hand corner of the page 
carrying Mr. Keogh’s signature is a penciled addition 
reading: 

“Your Commission reminds me of the man, who, being 
robbed by ‘hold up’ men, yelled loudly for help—and the 
policeman on the beat came running-——but he helped the 
robbers.” 

The records in I, and S. Nos. 172 and 180 contain letters 
from Mr. Meyer to Mr. Keogh with regard to all the con- 
tentions made by the latter. In view of the fact that the 
Commission intends making no answer to the letter of 
March 29, they are of interest. One of them bears particu- 
larly on the charges in respect to a so-called conference 
with members of the Western Trunk Line committee from 
which Mr. Keogh says he was excluded; that the Commis- 
sion, in allowing rates that were made as a result of com- 
binations in violation of the anti-trust laws, was ignoring 
the Supreme Court; and the refusal of Congress, in 1919, 
to exempt traffic associations from the operations of the 
anti-trust laws. 

On December 20, 1913, Mr. Keogh wrote to Chairman 
Meyer saying that on August 26, 1912, in Docket 4778, 
“We submitted to the Commission a petition which pro- 
posed that the mileage tariffs on logs and bolts operative 
in Michigan and Wisconsin on the C. & N. W., Soo Line, 
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Omaha and C. M. & St. P. be extended the (approximately) 
i6 miles into St. Paul beyond the Wisconsin State Line. 

“The matter seemed to us to be so simply and easily 
disposed of that we looked for a favorable ‘order’ within 
ihe very shortest space of time needful for the Commission 
to carry through the routine work of such an order. 

“It was not until January 7, 1913, that an order was en- 
tered, ostensibly granting our petition, but in reality so 
crudely and inadequately put forth as to be useless to 
us; and a rehearing was granted us, and held in Chicago, 
June 24, 1913. 

“Although the last hearing occurred six months ago, we 
seem to be no nearer a decision than when we entered our 
petition on August 26, 1912. In our case 170 and 182, I: & 
S., we seem to have run up against a situation even worse. 

“It appeared to us as if our case was a simple one, 
involving no unusual features, and no rates or principles 
which were not already operative through their previous 
voluntary establishment by the railroad; yet every pre- 
vious ruling of both the Commission and even of the 
Supreme Court seems to have been ignored, as well as the 
record and testimony of the case itself, in the issuance 
of such fragmentary and inadequate orders and permis- 
sions as have already been delivered in the case; and, to 
add to the inconsistencies, the representative of the West- 
ern Trunk Line Committee was invited to ‘confer with the 
Commission’ in arriving at such rates as might be prop- 
erly classed as ‘reasonable’ by the Commission, after it had 
decided the already promulgated (and suspended) rates 
‘unreasonable.’ We were not represented at that ‘confer- 
ence’ and rates were permitted to be published without 
notice to us, and ‘minimums’ permitted to be advanced 
‘outside of the record’ which were only discovered by us 
after that tariff had been published and operative. 

“The personal attitude of your own self, and of such 
of thé other commissioners as we have come into contact 
with, assures us that it is the heartfelt wish of all of them 
that the Commission performed to the best of its ability 
the work in the interest of the people and their protection, 
for which it was created, and we therefore feel free to say 
it seems to us, that because for some reason of which both 
the commissioners personally and ourselves as well are 
uninformed, the two cases hereinbefore mentioned are and 
have been most shamefully delayed and miserably mis- 
handled. 

“In addition to this the Commission’s attorney, Smith, 
seems to have taken it upon himself to place the seal of 
approval as coming from the Commission, upon the legal 
status of the W. T. L. committee in that he has written 
to the Chicago District Attorney’s office in discouragement 
and disapproval of any prosecution of the members of that 
committee in a flagrant and obvious violation of the Sher- 
man Act, on the ground that the W. T. L. Committee ‘does 
some good, etc.’ Any thief who gives away any part of his 
spoils might properly make the same plea for himself, and 
it would seem as if Mr. Smith ought to act only under the 
express instructions of the Commission if any endorsement 
of a violation of the Sherman Act is to be kept free from 
srand jury investigation and consequent punishment, if 
merited.” 

Mr. Meyer acknowledged the receipt of this letter on 
December 23, saying: ‘While it is doubtless very natural 
for petitioners to consider the granting of their request as 
very simple matters, they not infrequently become quite 
complicated before the Commission can officially dispose 
of them.” Mr. Meyer, in that letter, said he had not had 
time to look up other matters mentioned in the letter, but 
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that as soon as he had he would write further, especially 
with regard to Mr. Keogh’s belief that the case had been 
mishandled. 

On January 2, 1914, Mr. Meyer wrote in further response 
‘as follows: 

“A review of the two dockets referred to fails to disclose 
that they have not received the prompt attention and care 
which it is the aim of the Commission to givé to all cases 
submitted to it. A full hearing was had in connection 
with both of these dockets; they were briefed, fully con- 
sidered, and decided by the Commission. The findings of 
the Commission were not satisfactory to you, and you filed 
a petition for rehearing, which was denied. Subsequently 
you filed another petition for another rehearing. This peti- 
tion was granted and a further hearing was held on Novem- 
ber 19, 1913. The issues presented at that hearing have 
not yet been determined by the Commission. 


That Trunk Line Conference 


“Your statement that a representative of the Western 
Trunk Line committee was invited to confer with the Com- 
mission as to what rates would be reasonable, has no 
foundation in fact. Members of the Commission are at all 
times accessible, so far as time will permit, to repre- 
sentatives of carriers and shippers alike who desire to 
confer on matters relating to the administration of the Act 
to regulate commerce. Your own personal call upon me 
illustrates this. While I am not informed as to the fact, I 
assume from your statement that a member of the Western 
Trunk Line committee consulted with one of the commis- 
sioners as to some matters involved in the case in which 
you are interested. The insinuation, however, that a con- 
ference from which you were excluded was held between 
representatives of the carriers and one of the commis- 
sioners, and that as a result of this conference the carriers 
were permitted to advance rates without notice to the pub- 
lic, and in violation of the requirements of the. law, is one 
that I must refrain from characterizing in appropriate 
terms. 

“Your criticism of the action of one of the attorneys of 
the Commission in responding to the inquiry of the U. S. 
attorney at Chicago as to the advisability of prosecuting 
the Western Trunk Line committee has also been noted. 
Our attorney, Mr. Smith, is in fréquent contact with Mr. 
Wilkerson in connection with the prosecution of criminal 
violations of the Act to regulate commerce, The request 
came to him as a personal request, and in responding, he 
expressly advised Mr. Wilkerson that the views stated 
were his personal views and that they were not to be taken 
as in any sense indicating the views of the Commission. 
Furthermore, the Commission has a high opinion of Mr. 
Smith’s ability and sense of propriety and I cannot be- 
lieve that he could have acted improperly on the occasion 
to which you refer. 

“TI may suggest that, if, as you allege, any rulings of the 
Supreme Court have been ignored by the Commission in 
its handling of these cases so far, then it must follow that 
you have ample basis for appealing to the courts from 
such conclusions of the Commission. If you will call at- 
tention to such rulings in your brief in the pending cases, 
I can assure you that they will receive careful attention 
from the Commission in its final disposition of these 
cases.” 


COMMISSION ORDER. 
The Commission has allowed the McCaull-Dinsmore Co. 
to amend its complaint filed against the C., B. & Q. under 
Docket No. 6936. sth 
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VALUATION DISCUSSION 


(Continued from page 1142) 
and get ready to build. He further estimated the con- 
struction would require eighteen months. ‘ 

Mr. Wells disagreed with the depreciation charged off 
the various items, especially that on rails, timber in 
bridges and trestles and on engines that have been re- 
built. Hg-said. rails that have been in use twenty-three 
years show practically no wear, and he expects them to 
last twenty-five years more. He said the Texas Midland 
has never had a broken rail. As to timbers, much of 
which are what is known as bois d’arc, he said that that 
which has been in use twenty years shows no signs of 
decay. 

Another point he made was that many of the estimates 
as to the cost of the work new show the adoption of the 
cost of getting the material to the Texas Midland right- 
of-way. 

As to buildings and engines, he said that if mainte- 
nance is not deferred, the depreciation is exceedingly 
slight. For transportation purposes, he said, engines 
bought in 1896 and rebuilt are doing just -as efficient 
service as they performed when they were new. He 
said that maintaining buildings is putting in what wear 
and weather has taken out of them. The only question 
as to such structures is adequacy, and until it is shown 
they are inadequate, the depreciation is much less than 


the government engineers calculate it. 


The afternoon discussion, based on the tentative engi- 
neering and accounting reports concerning the Texas Mid- 
land, showed there is but little real material for sharp 
issues between the valuation division of the Commission 
and the men who are making the valuation for the car- 
riers. Inasmuch as the law requires the carriers to co- 
operate, they are under the necessity, they feel, of meas- 
uring and counting the articles constituting the physical 
elements of their property, even as the men of the Com- 
mission are doing. 

The engineering report consists of a pamphlet of 50 
pages containing tables, setting forth quantities and unit 
prices. They are all summed up, showing that, in the 
opinion of the Commission’s engineers, the six sections of 
the road wholly owned by the company could be repro- 
duced at a cost of $2,598,049, with new materials. It 
shows that, in the estimation of the same engineers, the 
six sections into which the property was divided could be 
reproduced, with materials now in the road in their present 
condition of wear and tear and other elements of depreci- 
ation, for $1,917,757. 

The equipment, it is estimated, could be replaced new for 
$582,071. Second-hand equipment, in as. good condition as 
that now on the road, it is estimated, could be bought for 
$362,940. 


Counting in general expenditures, such as were incurred 
in organization, stationery and printing, litigation and in- 
terest during construction, the government engineers esti- 
mate the whole physical property could be reproduced abso- 
lutely new for $3,357,294, and reproduced in its depreciated 
condition for $2,415,179. 

The liveliest contentions took place as the amounts that 
should be charged off for depreciation. Chief Engineer 
Wells, on nearly every item in which depreciation was 


charged, contended that the amount was too great, espe- 


cially on engines and cars that are performing common car- 
rier service every day, because they have been maintained 
in efficient condition. One of the most mooted points was 
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as to the life of a steel bridge. Mr. Wells maintained that 
if a bridge is kept in apple pie order and not overloaded, 
its span of life is indefinite. Clyde B. Aitchison and Pierce 
Butler got into a little argument about a bridge at Port- 
land. The Oregon commission undertook an arbitration on 
account of the inability of two carriers to come to an 
understanding with respect to the value of the bridge. Mr. 
Aitchison said the Oregon commission was taken into 
court because the losing company claimed not enough had 
been allowed for depreciation, its contention being that a 
bridge would not last more than about twenty years. 


There is unusual popular interest in the Texas Midland 
because it is the property of Mrs. Hetty Green. She took 
il“over under reorganization proceedings in 1893. It is one 
of the few companies that no one has ever claimed was over- 
capitalized. After the reorganization it was capitalized at 
$1,400,000. In 1895 the Texas commission valued it at $2,112,- 
000. Thereupon the capitalization of the company was raised 
to that figure. All that is shown in the accounting officers’ 
report, which was also subjected to the criticisms of the 
men representing the carriers. That report shows the 
total cash payments into the treasury of the company to 
have been $1,794,130. 

The company has never paid any dividends. The ac- 
counting officers of the Commission undertook to rewrite 
the accounts of the company. When that had been done 
and the donations to the company counted, together with 
the net income from operations, the total expenditures 
on the property are set down as $2,636,395. Deducting 
$334,596 of interest paid, the expenditures for the property 
are set down as being approximately $2,297,792. 

After the accountants of the Commission had restated 
the investment account of the company, they came to the 
conclusion that the investment amounted to $3,474,490, or 
$726,319 more than the company’s books showed. The 
Commission found the company to have that much greater 
investment because it had charged $184,505 spent for addi- 
tions and betterments to its operating account which proper- 
ly belonged in the investment account; $453,591 for additions 
and betterments to its income account and an arbitrary 
credit of $152,727 to its investment account for deprecia- 
tion when it adjusted its security issues. Other erroneous 
items brought the total up to $887,851. The accounting 
officers found sums aggregating $161,531 erroneously cred- 
ited to investment account. When they were deducted the 
investment account was $726,319 better off than when the 
Commission’s accountants took hold of the company’s 
books. , 


“An allowance of interest at only six per cent during 
the construction of the road is not sufficient,” said General 
Secretary Hume of the carriers’ committee, commenting on 
one of the items. “Money cannot be had in that part of 
Texas for six per cent now. It is certain money was 
higher in 1896 in Texas than it is now.” 

Director Prouty broke up the discussion on that point 
by asking Mr. Hume whether he thought Mrs. Green bor- 
rowed her money in Texas. 

Mr. Aitchison, for the state commissions, gave notice 
that each state commission reserves to itself the right to 
express its own views on every point that may arise; in 
other words, he cannot bind them to uphold the views he 
may express during these conferences. 

Additional conferences will be held on June 19 to dis 
cuss the tentative reports on the Atlanta, Birmingham & 
Atlantic; on the Norfolk & Southern on June 20, and on 
the Kansas City Southern on June 21. 
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THE TRAFFIC WORLD 


The Open Forum 


A Department for the Discussion by Patrons and Friends of THE TRAFFIC WORLD of 
Transportation Questions of Interest to Traffic Men Who Keep in Touch 
With the Times—-Contributions Are Welcomed 


RECEIVERSHIP AS PROTECTION 


Editor THE TRAFFIC WORLD: 

In your issue of May 6, page 963, under head of “Re- 
ceivers,” I note the clause stating that “where damage 
to a shipment of live stock occurred while road was in 
the hand of receivers appointed by a federal court such 
road will be treated as in the hands of the federal court 
when the injury Occurred and the shipper cannot recover 
therefor.” 

This, of course, has reference to live stock, but I would 
infer that the same principle would apply to other freight, 
consequently if a railroad is in the hands of receivers 
they would not. be responsible for damage of any kind. 
Why wouldn’t it be a good scheme for all railroad lines 
to go into the hands of receivers and escape this liability? 

S. H. SMITH, 
Traffic Manager, Sierra Ry. Co. of California. 
Jamestown, Cal., May 19, 1916. 


MEASURE OF DAMAGES FOR DELAY 
BY CARRIER 


Editor THe TRAFFIC WORLD: 

As attorney I have had occasion to institute actions 
against carriers to recover damages for delay in the 
transportation of merchandise. 

In view of the delay that has been experienced by 
shippers in the last few months in securing delivery of 
their goods at destination within the ordinary and usual 
time, the question of the measure of damages for delay 
has become an important one for persons in all lines of 
business. 

The general rule is that the aggrieved party may re- 
cover for the decline in the market price of the goods 
between the time the goods should have arrived, if they 
had been transported with reasonable dispatch and the 
market price of such goods when they actually arrived. 
The market price of the delayed goods, however, instead 
of falling, often rises during the period of delay, and 
thus no damage accrues. In fact, where the delay is a 
general one, covering all merchandise of the same kind 
destined for a certain point, the delay itself frequently 
causes the market price to advance, and thus when the 


- hay of any particular consignee arrives it is worth more 


than it would have been had it arrived on time. 

But let us suppose that the consignee, instead of wait- 
ing for the. delayed goods to arrive, does not wish to 
wait, because either he has sold the goods in advance 
of arrival to customers who insist on receiving the same 
in the usual time or threaten to cancel their contracts, or, 
although he has not sold the goods to arrive, his cus- 
tomers are clamoring for the merchandise, and, if he can- 
not supply it, will buy elsewhere. And let us assume that 
the consignee then, instead of standing idly by and los- 
ing his customers or the profit he would have made on 
the delayed goods had they arrived on time, goes into the 
Open market and buys other goods to replace the delayed 


ones at a higher price than the latter cost him, and let 
us assume, also, that when the delayed goods arrive the 
market price is higher than it was when they should 
have arrived. Upon such a state of facts, has a con- 
signee no redress against the carrier? - Ordinarily not, 
for the reason that such damages being based on facts 
peculiar to the business of the party claiming to be 
aggrieved by the breach of the carrier’s obligation, are 
not deemed to be within the contemplation of the parties 
to the contract of carriage, as a result of such breach. 
But where the carrier at the time of shipment is informed 
of the particular damages which a delay to deliver the 
goods within the usual time will entail upon the con- 
signee, owing to the peculiar circumstances surrounding 
his business, it has been held that the difference between 
the cost price of the delayed goods and that of the goods 
bought to replace them may be recovered from the car- 
rier, less the increase in market price of the delayed 
goods between the time they should have arrived and 
the time they did arrive. 

*The above remarks have been predicated upon the 
assumption that the delay on the part of the carrier has 
not been excused. What the duty of the carrier is in 
meeting unprecedented and unusual conditions of traffic 
and whether, if, after having knowledge of such conditions, 
the carrier continues to accept goods for the congested 
district without any saving clause as to time of delivery, 
it is liable for the delay, are very interesting questions, 
but lack of space makes a discussion of them impossible. 

We have merely desired to call attention to the subject 
of the measure of damages for delay in transportation by 
a carrier, which, as far as our investigation has disclosed, 
has not received the examination which the present con- 
gestion of railroad traffic throughout the country would 
seem to warrant. 

HERBERT GOLDMARK. 

New York, N. Y., May 24, 1916. 


THE SHIPPING BILL 


Editor the Traffic World: 

In the face of country-wide opposed public opinion, the 
House of Representatives passed the Shipping Bill. This 
opposition was all but unanimous; it was voiced by nearly 
every influential public commercial body, including the 
United States Chamber of Commerce. The most influential 
papers of the country were opposed to it—indeed, anyone 
in favor of it might be likened to “a voice crying in the 
wilderness’”—and yet the popular branch of our national 
legislative body passed the measure. To the observer, to 
the student of current events, it gives rise to the question 
whether the House of Representatives really reflects the 
will of the people or whether it is a law unto itself and 
knows better what is good for the people than the people 
do themselves. 

It might be asked whether the many who voiced their 
opposition were really in touch with the situation; 
whether they took into consideration the ante bellum condi- 
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tions with their unjust discriminations, with their confer- 
ence control, which had the commerce of this country in a 
relentless grip, which dictated where and when we could 
do business, which refunded primage where competition 
was probable and withheld it where no competition pre- 
vailed; which employed the law firm of a prominent west- 
ern Senator as its counsel in Washington and which dis- 
tributed favors in the shape of free passes and advertis- 
ing contracts in such way as to do the most good and 
which throttled the voice of the friends of the American 
merchant marine in the halls where it had a right to be 
heard. 

The law may not be just what we want; it may be crude, 
impractical, insufficient—but it is a step in the right direc- 
tion—it is at least constructive. We have had years of 
talk—every national platform has contained a sweet-sound- 
ing plank in favor of this industry—but there it ended. 

We had the same experience with the Act to regulate 
commerce—nobody liked it, nobody wanted it—but it has 
proved a beneficent law. The best that could be said 
for it was that it was an experiment, to venture into an 
untried field, and no one appreciated this fact any more 
than the learned, able, just chairman of the first com- 
mission—Judge Cooley. 

Let the Senate and the President complete this piece 
of legislation, put on the shipping board men of such 
quality and character as represented by Judge Cooley, and 
we will see no repetition of the “Universal Secretary” 
located at Jena issuing orders as to where we shall do 
business. 


Before this board the various traffic organizations can 
come and state their cases based upon actual experiences 
and feel assured of sympathetic attention. They won’t 
need to go to Jena and say, “Please, Herr Universal Secre- 
tary, will you let us do business in Brazil or elsewhere?” 

With our banks reaching out and establishing facilities, 
with our consular service placed upon a plane of dignity 
and usefulness and with a transportation service whose 
policy will be framed to meet our needs, the shipping 
board will round out the factors of commerce and enable 
us to do business, to buy and to sell without let or hin- 
drance from anyone, on the merits of service and on the 
principle of live and let live. 

J. D. HASHAGEN. 

Boston, Mass., May 26, 1916. 


HOW TO PREVENT EMBARGOES 


The New Haven Railroad has sent a circular letter to 
shippers, consignees and commercial organizations in New 
England, suggesting ways in which they may assist and 
expedite the termination of the embargo on shipments into 
New England. The letter also thanks shippers and con- 
signees for their co-operation, and urges that it be con- 
tinued in order that it may not be necessary to resort 
to an embargo again. 


In its letter the company reviews the conditions of the 
last few months, and says that if the consignees could 
take freight away more rapidly, the capacity of the railway 
would expand sufficiently to meet the requirements of New 
England business. In order to prevent further embargoes 
the company offers nine suggestions whereby co-operation 
may be attained and service restored to normal conditions. 

After reviewing the conditions that led to the congestion 
which resulted in the present embargo, the letter states 
that the capacity of the New Haven is no greater than the 
rate at which cars are unloaded, and shows the conditions 
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under which more freight was delivered and unloaded in 
1915 than has been the case in the last few months. It is 
the congestion at the terminals where cars are held up 
owing to the inability of consignees to take the freight 
away, it is stated, that causes the whole system to become 
blocked. It is with the view of curing the situation at this 
source that the company offers the following suggestions: 

1. Ship at an average rate, only as rapidly as unloading 
is assured. 

2. If there is any failure on the part of the railway 
representatives to advise you promptly of the receipt and 
placement of your freight, or to co-operate with you, bring 
this to the attention of the officers of the company. 

3. Help to avoid accumulations in the freight houses, 

4. Load and unload every car promptly—the day it is 
placed, if possible. 

5. Endeavor to get all cars on any certain track loaded 
or unloaded each day, so that the track may pe cleared 
and respotted as a whole. This is of great importance 
where tracks are used for other switching movements, 
and main tracks required for important and fast trains. 

6. Get in your supply of coal for next winter during 
the season of favorable weather, commencing immediately, 
ordering shipments forward moderately and at @ regular 
rate. It was the overbuying of coal in large quantities last 
fall. that started the serious congestion during the past 
winter. 

7. Improve your existing facilities, where possible, for 
unloading, handling and storing freight, requesting the co- 
operation of the operating, transportation and engineering 
officers of the company, who will do all they can to help 
you work out and make effective any such improvements. 

8. Use your influence with all other shippers and con- 
signees in your neighborhood in order that the delinquency 
of one may not penalize the many. 

9. If shipments are not received when expected, do noi 
order in excess of immediate requirements, and thereby 
commence the creation of a situation that cannot be han- 
dled, but take the matter up with the representatives of 
the company and attention will be given by the transporta- 
tion department. The transportation department will be 
able to help if freight is promptly taken away at destina- 
tion, but an undue accumulation increases the difficulties 
and causes delay in getting the records necessary to trace 
your shipments and then giving you the assistance 
required. 

The letter continues as follows: “Interstate Commerce 
Commissioner E. E. Clark recently stated that the capacity 
of the road was decreased 50 per cent by reason of slow 
unloading. The New Haven is beginning to handle the 
heavy summer passenger travel, and needs the assistance 
of all in line with these suggestions, if the transportation 
service of New England is to be restored to normal con- 
ditions, and the necessity of embargoes done away with. 

“The suggestions have been made because when the 
embargo was last lifted some shippers and consignees 
ordered freight forward in such quantities that it was 
necessary within a short time to place the New Haven 
territory again under a tight embargo. It is to avoid a 
repetition of this situation that the New Haven desires 
to work with shippers and consignees. The interests of 
the patrons of the road and the road itself are inseparable, 
and there is therefore every reason that all concerned 
should work for the protection of their common interests.” 


Petition for rehearing filed by complainant in Case 7157, 
J. Wells Lumber Company vs. C., M. & St. P., denied. 
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Personal Notes 


« 

Thomas H. Fittz, recently appointed general claim 
agent of the Evansville & Indianapolis Railroad, with 
offices at Terre Haute, Ind., was born in Brunswick County, 
Virginia, June 29, 1887, and began his railroad career with 
the Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac Railway in 1903 
as clerk in the office of car accountant. The same year he 
became claim clerk of the Chesapeake & Ohio Railway at 
Richmond Station. In 1905 he took a position with the 
Southern Railway in the office of the freight claim agent, 
Washington, D. C., returning the same year to the general 





T. H. FITTZ. 


claim office of the Chesapeake & Ohio at Richmond. In 
January, 1907, he took a position in the claim office of 
the Texas & Pacific Railway Co. at Dallas, Tex., and in 
September, 1907, became chief claim clerk of the K. C. 
M. O. Railway Co. of Texas. He remained with the Orient 
until August, 1911, when he went with the A., T. & S. F. 
Railway Co. at Topeka, Kan., resigning March 1, 1912, to 
assist in the writing of a cyclopedia history of Kansas. 
After the completion of this work Mr. Fittz returned to 
Richmond Oct. 1, 1914, as claim adjuster of the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio, which position he occupied until his present 
appointment, March 1, 1916. 

Harry G. Dow, district freight agent of the Great North- 
‘tn Railway at Pittsburgh, Pa., has been appointed assist- 
ant general freight agent. 

H. M. Pearce, freight traffic manager of the Chicago, St. 
Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha, at St. Paul, Minn., has been 
appointed general traffic manager. 

L. E. Chalenor, freight traffic manager of the Seaboard 
Air Line Railway, with office at Norfolk, Va., has been 
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appointed chairman of the Southeastern Freight Associa- 
tion, with office at Atlanta, Ga. 

The Cumberland Railroad Co. announces that A. ©C. 
Metheson is appointed auditor, general freight and passen- 
ger agent, with office at Artemus, Ky., vice W. B. Starke, 
resigned on account of ill health. 

C. A. Smith, assistant general freight agent of the Caro- 
lina, Clinchfield & Ohio, at Johnson City, Tenn., has been 
appointed general freight agent; A. I. Hays has been ap- 
pointed assistant general freight agent. 

J. Howard Magee, traveling freight agent of the Western 
Maryland at Baltimore, Md., has been appointed division 
freight agent, with office at Cumberland, Md., succeeding 
H. E. Williams, who has resigned to go into other business 
at Buffalo, N. Y. 

The Missouri, Kansas & Texas Railway of Texas, an- 
nounces the following appointments: J. F. Osborne, com- 
mercial agent, headquarters at Denison, Tex., vice Mr. F. S. 
Fisher, resigned; H. G. Smith, traveling freight agent, 
headquarters at Fort Worth, Tex., vice J. F. Osborne, pro- 
moted. 

Alfred J. Ball, eastern superintendent of the Empire line 
at Philadelphia, Pa., has been appointed foreign freight 
agent of the Pennsylvania Railroad of the lines east of 
Pittsburgh and Erie, with office at Philadelphia, succeed- 
ing Warner R. Howell, who died. Frederick L. Baker, 
agent of the Empire line at Cleveland, Ohio, succeeds Mr. 
Ball. 

President Elliott and the board of directors of the New 
York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad Co., have author- 
ized the organization of a transportation department, and 
J. O. Halliday is to be appointed superintendent. He is 
at present assistant to General Manager Bardo, which posi- 
tion is to be discontinued. Mr. Halliday will be assisted 
by. an assistant on passenger equipment and schedules; an 
assistant on freight equipment and schedules; superin- 
tendent of station service, who will direct the inspection 
of stations, yards, etc., which position and force now exist, 
and -who will afford the general. superintendents and divi- 
sion superintendents assistance at stations, in accordance 
with the requirements and arrangements from time to time, 
and the superintendent of car service, to whom in turn the 
car accountant will report as heretofore, 

George S. Humphrey has been appointed assistant chief 
claim agent of the Grand Trunk Railway system, with 
office at Detroit, Mich., succeeding W. V. Butler, resigned. 
John J. Embach is made claim agent, at Battle Creek, 
Mich., and David Owen becomes claim adjuster, with office 
at Detroit. 


DOINGS OF THE TRAFFIC CLUBS 


It was announced at the noon luncheon of The Traffic 
Club of Chicago Thursday, by Carl Howe, marshal of the 
Traffic Club division in the preparedness parade June 3, 
that there would be 8,000 men in the transportation divi- 
sion, including industrial] members of the Traffic Club, and 
4,000 employes of the Pullman company. The speakers at 
the luncheon were Percy Andreae, who gave the traffic 
men a speech on preparedness that ranks with anything 
that has been said on that or nearly any other subject, 
and General E. C. Young and Angus Hibbard, of the Chi- 
cago parade committee, who told about the arrangements 
for the parade. Phil A. Grau introduced the speakers and 
said a little for preparedness himself. 


‘President F. L. Bateman, of the Traffic Club of Chicago, 
has invited all traffic men who are delegates to the na- 
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tional political convention in Chicago next week to make 
the club rooms in the La Salle hotel their headquarters 
while in the city. 





The Transportation Association of Chicago will also be 
represented in the preparedness parade. George S. Wood 
is marshal. 


The Transportation Club of San Francisco will have an 
outing at Lake Tahoe, leaving the city Friday evening, 
June 23, and returning the next Monday evening. 





The Transportation Club of Indianapolis is asking mem- 
bers for money with which to furnish the newly estab- 
lished club rooms at the Hotel Severin. The members 
are urged. to “come through” with about one dollar each, 
which, it is argued, they ought to feel able to afford in 
view of the fact that the three dinners given this year 
have been paid for out of the club dues. 


ADJUSTMENTS IN SOUTHEAST 

THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 

Coiorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Adjustments under the fourth section order which re- 

sulted in giving the Southeast higher rates on January 1 

continue to be protested to the Commission in a formal 

manner, setting forth that, in the opinion of the com- 

plainants, the situation now is worse than it was prior to 

the adjustment. The Natchez Chamber of Commerce has 

filed a formal complaint setting forth that on January 1 

it lost its rail-and-water rates and is now on an all-rail 
basis. 


“The through charges in many instances greatly exceed 
the sum of the charges to New Orleans or other points 
plus the charge from New Orleans or other points,.as the 
case may be, to Natchez,” says the complaint. It further 
asserts that the adjustment so changed the relationship 
hitherto existing between New Orleans and Memphis, on 
the one hand, and Natchez, on the other, that Memphis 
to the north and New Orleans to the south have obtained 
great advantage over Natchez. 


This change was made on the ground that there is not 
now any competition by water which the carriers desire 
to meet by a maintenance of the relationship which the 
complaint says the railroads, on more than one occasion, 
formally testified was “primarily established solely for 
the purpose of meeting water competition at Natchez.” 


Now, the complaint further asserts, it is impossible to 
persuade capital to invest in facilities for river trans- 
portation “because of the fact that there exists at present 
no laws or rules that would prevent respondents (rail- 
roads) from again reducing rates on statutory notice at 
Natchez to meet and overcome river competition, should 
it again be revived.” ‘ 

In the concluding paragraph of the complaint, signed 
by B. F. Martin, traffic manager of the complaining or- 
ganization, the assertion is made that not only are the 
rates unreasonable and unjustly discriminatory against 
Natchez and in favor of New Orleans, but that they are 
in violation of the fourth section. 

Guy M. Freer of the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, 
in a half-jocular manner, has raised the question as to 
what authority, if any, there is for a fourth section viola- 
tion in the L. C. L. rate on iron and steel from Cincin- 
nati to Birmingham, Ala., which never existed until after 
the “fourth section violations in the Southeast” were dis- 
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posed of in the adjustment made in compliance with the 
fourth section order relating to that territory. 

The Cincinnatian has pointed out that at present the 
L. C. L. rate from Cincinnati is one cent higher than 
from Pittsburgh, although traffic from the last-mentioned 
place moves through the Cincinnati gateway. Mr. Freer, 
in his correspondence, has frankly admitted that the yvio- 
lation probably will be removed as soon as the Central 
Freight Association lines readjust the through rates from 
the Buffalo-Pittsburgh territory to the Southeast in ae. 
cordance with the changes authorized in the Southeast. 
The Central Freight Association lines declined to adjust 
their through rates until, as they said, they were assured 
that the rates proposed by the southern lines would be 
allowed to become operative. 

But it is nearly five months since the new rates were 
established, and as yet Mr. Morris has not proposed a 
readjustment, on the old rule that through rates from 
that territory shall be constructed on the basis of the 
lowest cOmbination on the river, made applicable through 
not merely the gateway making lowest, but through all 
the gateways. ii 


, 
RAILWAY MAIL PAY TROUBLE 
- THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 

Agitation over the question as to how the railroads 
shall be paid for carrying the mails has laid the founda- 
tion for a big row, if not a war, between Postmaster- 
General Burleson and the Senate committee on post 
offices and post roads, if not between the postmaster- 
general and the whole of Congress. Burleson, or some 
of his subordinates, a week or more ago started to build 
a fire under Congress, even as a farmer sometimes builds 
a fire to persuade a balky horse to move. 

According to Postmasters Ernest T. Schmitt of Louis- 
ville and Robert Springsteen of Indianapolis, the Post- 
office Department directed them to ask the postmasters 
in Kentucky and Indiana to write letters and telegrams 
to senators and representatives to stand by the space 
basis of railway mail pay. Investigation by congressmen 
led to the conclusion that Fourth Assistant Postmaster- 
General Blakeslee is the man who ordered the stream 
of letters and telegraph messages from postmasters, call- 
ing on them to defeat the “railroad lobby” which, accord: 
ing to the Schmitt letter, is trying to defeat the bill. Its 
failure would curtail the rural free delivery service, 
Schmitt says in his letter, which is as follows: 

May 19, 1916. 
“Postmaster: P 

“T am ordered by the Postoffice Department at Washington 
to notify all postmasters in Kentucky that the railroad lobby 
in Washington is about to succeed in its efforts to defeat the 
bill now before Congress proposed by the Postoffice Department. 
Should the efforts of the lobby succeed it would result in 4 
curtailment of the rural free delivery service to such an extent 
that it would affect not less than 20,000 rural patrons in Ken- 
tucky alone. You are therefore urged to AT ONCE communl- 
eate with your Congressman and Senator to use their e forts 
to defeat the railroad lobby and have as many as possible of 


your patrons do the same. 
“ERNEST T. SCHMITT, Postmaster.” 


Friction exists between Postmaster-General Burleson 
and Senator Bankhead, chairman of the Senate postoffice 
committee. When he learned what was going on he 
wrote to the postmaster-general directing that Fourth 
Assistant Blakeslee appear before the committee to ex 
plain orders for propaganda. Senator Bankhead and 4 
number of other Democratic senators are angry over the 
matter. 

Meantime Representative Good in the House has pre 
sented a resolution for an investigation by the postoffice 
committee of the alleged lobby and propaganda. 
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Help for Traffic Man 


This department is conducted by a traffic man of long experience 
and wide knowledge. In it he will answer questions relating to 
practical traffic problems. We do not desire to take the place of 
the traffic man, but to help him in his work. We reserve the right 
to refuse to answer any questions that we judge it unwise to answer 
or that involve situations that are too complex for the kind of inves- 
tigation contemplated. Questions will be answered as promptly as 
possible. No answers will be given by mail. 


Address “Help for Traffic Man,” The Traffi¢ Service Bureau, 
418 S. Market St., Chicago, Ill. 


.— NN 


Charge for Diversion. 

Q.—Shipment of carload was forwarded from one of our 
eastern plants to a point west of the Missouri River, origi- 
nally routed via B. & O., B. & O. S. W., Frisco and K. C. S. 
After car was in transit we requested it diverted via B. & 

C. @& A. and K. C. 8. 

Are we chargeable with diversion charge of $2 due to 
the fact -that we requested change in routing and not in 
consignee or destination? 

A.—Yes. The diversion charge of $2 per car is made 
for a change in route as well as for a change in consignee 
or destination. In this connection the following ruling 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission may be of inter- 
est: 

“Reconsignment Privileges and Rules: (a) Usually the 
combination of intermediate rates is higher than the 
through rate. Frequently a shipper desires to forward a 
shipment to a certain point and have the privilege of 
changing the destination or consignee while shipment is ia 
transit, or after it arrives at destination to which originally 
consigned, and to forward it under the through rate from 
point of origin to final destination. Many carriers grant 
such privilege and generally make a charge therefor. 

“(b) The privilege is of value to the shipper, and in order 
to avoid discrimination, it is necessary for the carrier that 
grants such a privilege to publish in its tariff that fact, 
together with the conditions under which it may be used 
and the charge that will be made therefor. Such rules 
should be stated in terms that are not open to misconstruc- 
tion. 

“(c) Some carriers do not count a change of consignee 
which does not involve a change of destination as a recon- 
signment, while others do consider it a reconsignment and 
charge for it as such. The Commission holds the view that 
without specific qualifications the term ‘reconsignment’ in 
cludes changes in destination, routing, or consignee. If 
the carrier wishes to distinguish between such changes 
in its privileges or charges it must so specify in its tariff 
rules. Reconsignment rules and charges must be reason- 
able, and a charge that would be reasonable for a diver- 
sion or change of destination might be unreasonable when 
applied to a simple change in consignee which did not in- 
volve a change in destination or more expensive delivery.” 
(This rule is the same as rule 74 of Tariff Circular 18-A.) 

It is understood the car was ordered diverted while on 
the rails of the B. O. Railroad. 

Western Trunk Line Tariffs. 

Q.—Will you kindly advise whether or not Western 
Trunk Line Tariff 18-H, I. C. C. A-494 has been superseded 
by another issue? I think an item recently appeared in 
The Traffic World stating that Agent Hosmer had been 
transferred to another Association. I forgot to make a 
note of it, and therefore am in doubt. 

A.—E. B. Boyd is chairman of the Western Trunk Line 
Committee, with offices in the Transportation Building, 
Chicago, Ill., vice W. H. Hosmer, who died. Western 
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Michie on Carriers 


The Most Recent, the Most 
Complete Work on the 
Law of Carriers 


In the preparation of this work 
the cases have been examined by a 
corps of experienced editors, each 
one an expert in the art of legal 
research, and as the result of their 
investigation and their collabora- 
tion under expert supervision, this 
book is not only the most exhaust- 
ive, but undoubtedly the most ac- 
curate and authoritative discussion 
of the law of Carriers ever written. 

There is a minute and _ logical 
Analysis, an exhaustive and care- 
fully prepared Index, and a com- 
plete Table of Cases. 
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— Delivered are 


The Traffic Service Bureau 
418 So. Market St., Chicago 
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Trunk Lines Tariff No. 18-H, I. C. C. No. A-494 is still in 
effect. Supplements Nos. 50, 65 and 68 contain the cur- 
rent changes. Supplements Nos. 34 and 36 contain items 
under suspension. Supplement No. 56 is a suspension 
notice. 


ARGUMENT IN TRACTION CASE 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE NEWS BUREAU, 
Colorado Building, Washington, D. C. 


The Commission, May 12, heard argument in the case of 
Nellie M. Edmonds and others against the Norwich & 
Westerly Traction Company and the Groton & Stonington 
Street Railway Company. 

The action charges unreasonableness of increased pas- 
senger fares over the lines of the Groton & Stonington, 
that company having been absorbed by the Norwich & 
Westerly. The argument was made for the complainants 
by Benjamin Hewitt of Mystic, Conn., and by Arthur B. 
Hayes of Washington for the defendants. 

The contention of the complainants was that the rates 
on the Groton & Stonington from points in Connecticut to 
Westerly, R. L, were unreasonable. 

In his argument Mr. Hewitt claimed the Groton & Ston- 
ington was in such a prosperous condition that the Nor- 
wich & Westerly purchased it in 1912, and that the rates 
which were then in effect were reasonable and produced 
sufficient revenue. 

Mr. Hayes cited testimony to show that the road was 


not prosperous and that in 1912, instead of being in a 
flourishing condition, the Norwich & Westerly had been 


obliged to advance to the Groton & Stonington $12,000 to 
meet its interest charges on the bonds. It was further 
shown that during the entire period of time the road had 
been in operation since 1906, the common stock had only 
‘earned an average of 1 per cent a year dividend and that 
no dividends had been earned since 1912. He further 
pointed out that when the road was operated by the former 
management, the dividends declared were declared at the 
expense of the road itself; that is, that the maintenance 


of the road_had been so neglected that it had gone to a. 


bad condition from an operating point of view. During 
the seven years while the road was under the old man- 
agement, the maintenance cost was only 53 per cent of 
the gross earnings, whereas during that period of time 
the average expenditures on electric roads in Connecticut 
for maintenance amounted to approximately 70 per cent 
of the gross earnings. He said that if the road had been 
kept in proper condition there would have been not only no 
dividends whatever on the common stock, but there would 
have been an actual deficit, year by year, in the actual 
operation of the road. 

Counsel for the defendants also pointed out that the 
increased passenger fares amounted on the average in 
interstate traffic 1.8 cents a mile per passenger, which is 
about the average in the New England states. It is lower 
than on a similar suburban road between Milwaukee and 
Racine and also lower than the rates charged on the elec- 
tric interurban lines around Indianapolis, where the traffic 
is approximately the same, or even heavier, than over the 
Groton & Stonington. He also pointed out that the 1.8 
cents a mile fare was the same as that on the Boston & 
Worchester electric road, which earned a return of $11,000 
a mile as against the earnings of the Groton & Stonington 
of $5,500 per mile, 4 

Counsel for defendants contended, in summing up, that 
there could be no question but that the roads under the 
old rates had been operated at a loss; that the burden had 
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been sustained showing the necessity for increased rates, 
and that the increase of 20 per cent in the passenger fares 
had actually resulted. in an increase of only 15 per cent 
in the gross earnings. Even that figure, he said, was not 
sufficient to bear the fixed charges of the road, provide a 
sinking fund, and give the ordinary return upon the com- 
mon stock. 

Mr. Hewitt for the complainants devoted a considerable 
portion of his time to criticism of the testimony of Mr. 
Perkins, president of the defendant roads, who was the 
only witness for the defendants. 


; Do Business by Mail 
It’s profitable, with accurate lists of prospects. Our catalogue 
contains vital information on Mail Advertising. Also prices and 
quantity on 6,000 national mailing lists, 99% guaranteed. 
War Material Mfrs. Wealthy Men Fly Paper Mfrs. 
Cheese Box Mfrs. Ice Mfrs. Foundries 


Shoe Retailers Farmers 

Tin Can Mfrs. Axle Grease Mfrs. Fish Hook Mfrs. 
Druggists Railroad Employees Feather DusterMfrs. 
Auto Owners Contractors Hotels 


Write for this valuable reference book. 
Ross-Gould, 822-P Olive Street, St. Louis. 


Ross-Gould 
Miciling 
tS 2 eet eae 


POSITIONS WANTED OR OPEN 


GOOD MEN ARE ALWAYS IN DEMAND, AND THE 
Traffic World is the logical medium for getting the men 
and the positions in touch with one another. The rates 
for classified advertisements are as follows: $2.00 per 
inch first insertion, $1.00 per inch second insertion, $0.50 
per inch each additional insertion, payable in advance. 
Keyed advertisements forwarded free and all correspond- 
ence held in strict confidence. 

THE TRAFFIC WORLD, 


418 So. Market Street, Chicago. 
liesideietesisiadtidiaineiddienssininmbinemememerienenesanninemeatieianenedtemtelaeae eet 


SPECIAL ANNOUNCEMENT. 

We have for sale, for cash, a complete file of railroad 
and committee publications of freight tariffs, numbering 
over 4,500 issues, comprising the transportation charges, 
rules and regulations, covering all classes and commodi- 
ties, between all points east of the Mississippi River; 
also Trans-Continental, Trans-Missouri and Southwestern 
Lines’ publications. WRITE FOR PARTICULARS. L. D. 
14., care The Traffic World. 











and canceled freight tariffs, fast freight line guide books 
and classifications. These tariffs are a complete file of 
railroad and committee publications that carry the rates 
between points in Official Classification territory and all 
points in the entire country. This is an excellent op 
portunity for any manufacturer, individual or commercial 
association that is contemplating establishing a traffic de 
partment or bureau to acquire that which is most impor- 
tant for the successful prosecution of this business. 
PRICE REASONABLE. L. E. 31, care The Traffic World, 
Chicago. 


| eNOS OEE EEO RO Ream one 

WANTED—Position as TRAFFIC MANAGER with me 
dium-sized railroad or large manufacturing, mining 
lumber company, by young man with fifteen years’ ex 
perience. Thoroughly up to date in all lines of traffic. 
Also have had executive experience. First-class ref 
erences. S. F. 8. Care The Traffic World, Chicago, I. 
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‘the goods have left the wharf. 


June 3, 1916 


COMMISSION ORDERS 


Complainant, the Inland.Navigation Company, has been 
allowed to amend its complaint, No. 8709, vs. the Wa- 
bash et al. 

Petition of complainant, McCall-Dinsmore Company, in 
Case No. 7727, vs. the Gt. Nor. et al., for rehearing, denied. 

In Case 6900, Vanderboon-Stimpson Lumber Company 
et al. vs. Iron Mountain, and in Case 7447, Thé Memphis 
Board Mill Company et al. vs. the Rock Island, the Com- 
mission has in so far as order entered on February 15, 
1916, prescribes a rate relationship on hardwood logs and 
bolts to Memphis, from points in Arkansas, Louisiana and 
Oklahoma within 375 miles from Memphis, on the one 
hand, and rates on the same commodity for correspond- 
ing distances between points in Arkansas on the other, 
postponed until further notice its order, but in all other 
respects the order of February 15 remains in full force 
and effect. 

In Case 4101, the Memphis Freight Bureau et al. vs. 
Iron Mountain et al., and supplemental Fourth Section 
Application 4784, the Commission has postponed its order 
to become effective June 1 until further notice. 

Complaint of Transportation Bureau of the City of 
Wichita, Kan., vs. Santa Fe et al., in Case 4305, dismissed, 
parties at interest having reached satisfactory agreement. 


RAILWAY EXPORT BILLS OF LADING 


(Commercial Attache Philip B. Kennedy, Melbourne, AusStralia, 
in Commerce Reports) 


Complaints have recently been made by Australian 
banks against the praetice of exporting firms in the United 
States of attempting to negotiate with their American 
correspondents railway bills of lading as security for 
drafts. Banks here have actually in some instances pro- 
tested combined railway and ocean bills of lading as suffi- 
cient security. In Australia the courts have held that a 
bank accepting a bill of lading relating to, goods not 
actually shipped has no recourse against the steamship 
company in case of default. On account of the freight 
congestion at New York railway export bills of lading 
may be sent forward and received in Australia before 
A bank accepting such a 








WE LEASE TANK CARS 
ALL STEEL MODERN EQUIPMENT 


LIQUIDS DESPATCH LINE 


2500 S. Robey St., Chicago, Ill. 



















Lake Cruises iar Vacation 


The Magnificent Steel Steamship ‘‘Minnesota” to re) Mea 
BUFFALO (NIAGARA FALLS) and RETURN $4 ee 1 


Seven days’ cruise via Charlevoix, Harbor Springs and ne ae ale 
Island, stopping at Detroit and viewing both ways by daylight the beautiful 
Scenery of the Detroit River and St. Clair Flats, stopping at all points of 
Nine-hour stop at Buffalo allows plenty of time to see Niagara Falls. 
One way $25, including meals and_ berth. 
Saturdays at 1:30 p. m. 


The Elegant Steel Steamship ‘‘Missouri’”’ to $27 insindiee Meals 
SAULT STE. MARIE and RETURN nd Berth 
Five days’ cruise via Charlevoix, Petoskey, Harbor Springs hor Mackinac 

Isla ¢nd—running the “ ’* River by daylight returning via a portion of 

Georgian Bay and the scenic Grand Traverse Bay, stopping at all points of 

interest. One way $14, including meals and berth. During season leaves 

Chicago Mondays at 4:00 p. m. 

Ss. ‘‘Missouri’’ also makes a special trip each week to Onekama, 

Frankfort, Glen Haven and Glen Arbor, leaving Chicago Saturdays at 4:00 p. m. 
For illustrated folder and book of tours address 


Northern Michigan Transportation Co. 
J. C. CONLEY, Gen. Pass. - gg he Municipal Pier, Chicago, Ill. 
Ticket Office, 138 South Clark Street. Fhone Superior 7800 


During season leaves Chicago 
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bill of lading would lack security. The manager of one 
of the large Australian banks cites the following case: 


An importer here of steel tubing from a Pittsburgh firm 
found that drafts drawn on him were arriving supported only 
by a railway bill of lading. The advice covering the draft inti- 
mated that the ocean bill of lading would probably reach him 
by the same mail. As a matter of fact, the ocean bill of lading 
did not reach him for three weeks, leaving him out of his money 
and unsecured. On his protesting, e American exporting 
house in a subsequent transaction et R, a combined Cana- 
dian Pacific Railway-Canadian Australian Steamship bill of 
lading as security for the negotiation in New York. This, how- 
ever, appears to be only a difference of name rather than in 
effect. 


At least during the period of freight congestion it is 
poor policy for American exporters to attach railway 
export bills of lading to drafts. Bankers here feel that 
it borders on fraud. Before drafts are sent forward goods 
should be actually shipped, and this should be shown by 
the ocean bill of lading. 


RATES FROM NEW YORK TO EAST 


(Commerce Reports.) 

A statement of freight rates on canned goods in cases, 
machinery and general merchandise from New York to 
Viadivostok, Batavia, and Sydney, has been prepared by 
the New York district office of the Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce, at the request of the San Francisco 
Chamber of Commerce. The rate to Vladivostok is $50 
a ton net weight or measurement-on all three classes of 
goods, with the provision that the rate for machinery is 
on pieces up to 6,000 pounds. To Batavia, the rate on 
canned goods is $32 net, and on machinery and general 
merchandise, $30 net. To Sydney, the charge for canned 
goods is $44 a ton; for machinery, $40 a ton; and on gen- 
eral merchandise from $40 to $46, according to the class; 
$46 for first class, $44 for second class, $42 for third 
class and $40 for fourth class. 





Lafayette’s Table of Percentages 


Calculated from One to Two 
Thousand and carried to 
three Decimals 


Of great service wherever percent- 
ages are figured and particularly 
adapted to the accounting depart- 
ments of the railways in appor- 
tioning revenues and expenses. 


Lafayette’s Railway Calculator 


A short method for determining 
or revising extensions on freight 
bills, covering shipments from the 
smallest package to forty thousand 
pounds at rates varying from one 
cent to two dollars per hundred. 














A great time saver and absolutely 
accurate. In use by both railways 
and shippers. 


Special delivered price, each . . . . $3.00 


THE TRAFFIC SERVICE BUREAU 
418 So. Market St., Chicago 
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SHREVEPORT, LOUISIANA 
Caddo Transfer & Warehouse Co. Inc. 


Special attention given to merchandise stock storage 
accounts. Carloads for distribution, less carloads for 
City Delivery. Reshipments and forwarding by Express 
or Parcel Post. 


TWO LARGE W'AREHOUSES ON RAILROAD TRACKS. 


Jenkins Express 
COLUMBIA, S&S. C. 


The Geographical Center of Its State. Four Railway 
Systems, River Transportation. 


Equipped for general storage, bonded storage, distribu- 
tion, forwarding. Motor truck transfer. Private side 
track connecting all lines. 










Western Transfer and Storage Co. 


516 to 522 San Francisco St. 
EL PASO, TEXAS. 
FORWARDERS AND DISTRIBUTORS. 


DISTRIBUTION CARS A SPECIALTY. 
TWO WAREHOUSES ON TRACK. 


Cut Rate Package Car Service from Seaboard Territory. 










EDGAR’S SUGAR HOUSE, Inc. 


620-532 LAFAYETTHD BLVD. 
DETROIT, MICH. 

Bight fireproof warehouses on tracks of principal rail- 
roads. The only two fireproof warehouses on the river 
front. Lowest insurance rates in the city. Twelve aute 
trucks for delivery. Write for further particulars. 









Buffalo Storage & Carting Co. 


350 Seneca St., Buffalo, N. Y. 


Storage, Transfer and Forwarding 
Warehouse von New York Central Tracks 














“PORTLAND, OREGON 
OREGON TRANSFER COMPANY 


474 Glisan St. Estabiished in 1868 
GENERAL TRANSFER AND STORAGE BUSINESS 
Special attention given to merchandise stock stor- 
age accounts, carloads for distribution, less car- 
loads for city delivery, reshipment and reforward- 
ing by express or parcel post. Own and operate 

two class A warehouses on terminal tracks. 
No Switching Charges on Carload Shipments 


TOLEDO, OHIO 


STORAGE—FOR WARDERS—DISTRIBUTORS 


The best distributing point for northwestern Ohio, 3 ¥ and In- 
We have direct track connection with each of the railroads, 
and passenger steamship lines entering Toledo. No 

switching charges on car lots, either in or out. 


The Toledo Warehouse Co. 


Golicited. - . 1308-19 La Grange St. 
Members American and Interstate Warehousemen’s Associations. 
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Directory of Transfer Agents, Freight Forwarders, Warehousemen, Custom House Brokers , Ete, 


Vol. XVII, No. 23 


Albany Terminal Warehouse Co. 


: 10 TIVOLI ST., ALBANY, N. Y. 

Storage, transferring and forwarding. Direct railroad 
connections, all railroads. Also buildings suitable for 
branches, to let in whole or part. Members of American 
Chain of Warehouses and American Warehousemen’s 
Association. 


LINCOLN, NEB. 


: Best Distribution Point in the West 
Merchandise in car lots distributed to all points. House- 
hold goods assembled and shipped in car lots at reduced 
rates. Cars set to our warehouses without charge. 
GENERAL DRAYAGE AND STORAGE 
Fireproof Buildings—Trackage Space, 7 cars. 
Service—the foundation of our success. 
CARTER TRANSFER & STORAGE CO., 8th and Q Sts. 



































ST. JOSEPH TRANSFER CO. 
“ PONY EXPRESS " 
ST. JOSEPH - - ° 


MERCHANDISD STORAGE WAREHOUSE. 
CARLOAD AND L. C. L. DISTRIBUTION. 
PROMPT SHERVICH GUARANTEED. 









MO. 





CHICAGO— 
Chicago Storage & Transfer Co. (Not Inc.) 


5851-61 WEST 65TH STREET 
Excellent facilities for shipping L. C. L. lots without 
cartage. Carload distribution a specialty. Daily motor 
deliveries throughout the city at very reasonable prices. 
Floors for rent. 
INSURANCE _ RATE SEVENTEEN CENTS. 








Byvank Transfer & Storage Co. 


823-825 Lafayette St. 
WATERLOO, IOWA. 


RESHIPPING AND DISTRIBUTING 
A SPECIALTY. 





MILWAUKEE 


The Union Transfer Co. 
: 107 REED STREET 
FREIGHT TEAMING—SHIPPING AND RECEIVING 
AGENTS 
CARLOAD DISTRIBUTORS 
The Best Equipped Transfer Company In the City 


The Wiley & Nicholls Co. 


UNITED STATES BONDED WAREHOUSES AND 
GENERAL STORAGE-DISTRIBUTORS 


Warenousemen and Forwarding Agents. Drayage and 
Heavy Hauling a Specialty. Fireproof Warehouse. Low- 
est Insurance Rate in City. 


GALVESTON, TEXAS... 
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EXPORT SPECIALISTS 


THROUGH RATES 


MARINE INSURANCE 


LEAVE IT ALL TO US < war RIsK 


CONSULAR ARRA NGEMENTS 


COLLECTIONS 


Completely Covering Shipments by 
RAIL and OCEAN 
to All Parts of the World. 


JUDSON FREIGHT FORWARDING CQO. 


Home Offices: CHICAGO NEW YORK BOSTON PITTSBURG’ ST.jLOUIS LOS ANGELES & SAN FRANGISCO 
Foreign Agencies in All Principal Cities and Ports in Europe, Asia, Africas, Australasia, China, Japan, South America, Philippine Islands, ete. 


Security Warehouse Company 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
Northwestern Distributors for nearly all Nationally 
Advertised Commodities—Twenty Car Trackage 

Space. 
Motor Truck delivery in Minneapolis and St. Paul 





D. A. MORR TRANSFER AND STORAGE CO. 


KANSAS CITY, MO. 
2114-2120 Central Street 
TRANSFER MERCHANDISE STORAGE, FORWARD- 
ING, DISTRIBUTION AND CITY DELIVERIES. 
Direct Connections with All Rallroads. Fireproof Storage, 
Sprinkler System. 





Springfield, Mass. 


Central Warehouse & Transfer Co. 


Office: 315 Bridge St. 


TRANSFERRING AND RESHIPPING 
GENERAL STORAGE, FURNITURE STORAGE, ETC 





Minneapolis Transfer & Warehouse Co. 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
122 SOUTH FIFTH STREET 


DISTRIBUTORS OF POOL. CARS AND GENERAL 
WAREHOUSING 





CHICAGO 
Jos. Stockton Transfer Co. 


536 The Rookery Bullding 


Teaming of Every Description—City Delivery Service 
and Carload Distributors. 


PITTSBURGH, PA. 


FIREPROOF AND NON-FIREPROOF WAREHOUSES 
PENNSYLVANIA SIDING LOWEST INSURANCE 
Write us about storage or distributing 
HAUGH & KEENAN STORAGE & TRANSFER CO. 








PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


BEST DISTRIBUTING POINT IN THE EAS} 
Railroad Sidings, Penna. R. R. and Phila. & Reading 
Experienced in giving Best Warehouse Service 
SCOTT, PAPER CO. WAREHOUSE 

Cc. R. CLEMENTS, Manager 


Trackage, Capacity 18 cars a day. Very low insurance 





Omaha Fireproof Storage Co. 


806-18 SOUTH 16TH ST., OMAHA, NEB. 


EIGHT AND ONB-HALF ACRES 

INSURANCE RATH 20 C 

TRACKAGE SPACE, 10 CARS. GENERAL THAMING 
AND AUTO SERVICE. 





Savannah'Bonded Warehouse & Transfer Co. 


SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 
GENERAL STORAGE—RE-CONSIGNING—DISTRIBUT- 
meget NE ig 38 MPT a EFFICIENT 
RVICE—EXCEPTIONAL FACILITIES— 
CUSTOM HOUSE BROKERS 


Members American Chain of Warehouses 
Members American Warehousemen’s Association 





Louisville Public Warehouse Co., Inc. 
LOUISVILLE, KY. 


Import and export freight contractors, transfer and 
reshipping agents, custom house brokers. Bonded and 
free warehouses. 





As a Friend of THE TRAFFIC WORLD please Mention the paper In writing to advertisers, 





Shipping Room Preparedness 


Will never be real- 
ized by using make- 
shift boxes. Prepare 
your goods in the 
shipping room 
against possible at- 
tacks from rough 
handling in trans- 
portation by using 


FIBRE anc 
CORRUGATED 


Shipping Cases 


of recognized merit 


ii] ik 
i hatin 


Our containers carry all kinds of merchandise. 
Write us for further information and we will be 
glad to give you the benefit of our extensive ex- 
perience in making cases for similar lines. 
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HUMMEL & DOWNING COMPANY 
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 
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